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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Stz4dv Title: An Analysis of Race Re lations/E qual Opportunity Training
1n USAREUR

Authors: Marcia A. Gilbert and Peter C. Nord lie

Sponsor: U.S . Army Research institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
contract A’u,nher: DAHC 19-76-C-OO l 5

Contracting Officer ’s
Technical Represe ntathe: Dr. James A. Thomas

This is one 01 a series of reports t’rom a study of Army race relations and equal

opportunity training. The scope of this r articu lar report is limited to race relations /equal

opportunity training in USAREUR.  The other reports prepared on this project are listed

on pages 4-5.

The primary objective of this task in the project was to describe and analyze the

RR/ EO uni t  t raining program as it was being implemented in USAREUR and , to the extent

possible , to assess the impact the training is having. In addition , as a substudy, it was pos-

sible to obtain some information on the impact of two courses taugh t at the USAREUR

Race Relations School , namely the 20-day Part-Time Instructors Course and the 5-day

Unit Commanders Course .
, ~~,

The research team visited seven communities in Germany in October of 1 976

and again in May of 1977 , and collected a variety of info rmation from the following sources:

• A questionnaire survey to a 40 percent random sample of 75
companies at Time I and 70 companies at Time 2.

• Interviews with and questionnaire s from company commanders
of the units surveyed .

• Interviews with selected brigade and battalion commanders .

• Group interviews with and questionnaire s from :

- selected junior enlisted personnel;
- senior enlisted personnel;
- DRR I graduates;
- URRS graduates.
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the r eport is organized around five major topics: ( I )  Racial  ( ‘l imat e in USAR FUR

At t i tu d es  toward and Perceptions ot R R F() Pr ogra in~. ( 3 )  TIre (‘onduct ot KR / h O Train-

tog : 4) (‘hanges in At t i :ud e s and Perceptions : and ( 5)  U S A R E U R  Race Relat ions School.

Fi ndings in cacti ui these areas and the conclusions drawn Irom them are presented . The

cot ie lu s i o t i s  are summ arized in the following sections .

Racial Climate in USAREUR

There iS no evidence that the racial climate is improving and there is some evidence

that  it  is , in f act , dete riorat ing.  Wi th  respect to responses to a f ew global questions on the s ta te

of race relations , t h e respo n se P a t te rns of’ late I 976 and early I 977, are close r to those of I 972

than they are to those of the less tense period of I ‘-) 74 . Whites and non-whites  are signif icantly

di ff ere n t i n t hei r pe rceptions on almost every indicator. While whites and non—whites live an d

wo rk in a common environment , the race r e l a t i o n s  equal  oppor tun i ty  real i ty each group per-

et ’ivcs has l i t t l e  in common. There is sligh t l~ greate r p o la r i ty  of opinions b etween whites

and blacks in USAREUR than  in (‘ONUS.

It is our im p ressio n . drawn trom the interviews an d observat ions as well as Irom

the questionnaire response s, that there are growing racial tensions in USAREUR hut they

are obscure d by a surface calm inasmuch as the normal telltale signs of ’ violent confronta-

tions are not occurring. In general , we detect a strong current ot’ feeling among whites

that  the KR/ h O program has “overcorrected . ” Among blacks, the dominant  feeling seems

to be one of unmet expectations. Overall , we believe the racial climat e in USAREUR is not

improving and ma y ,  in fact. he worsening. This is occurring at the same time tha t  the priority

and emphasis on RR EO trainin g also appears to he wai ling.

The Conduct of RR/EO Training in US A REU R

The total amount of RR/E O trainin g occurring in USAR EUR is greater than

anywhere else in the Army. The amount of ’ unit training, however , appe ars to be declining

under the new FY 77 program. The p roblems commanders experienced with the preceding
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Phase Ill program are still present in tire new program. There is some indication that the

I 2-hour (‘ommunity-Le vel orientation training conducted by DRR I  or URKS graduates

may be tire most effective block of instruction of’ its type. Tire Executive Seminar part

of the program appears to hold promise of being useful , although too few had been held

at the ti me of ’ the survey to obta in m uch info rmation.

Judging from the lower frequency of occurrence of uni t  training and from dis-

cussions with commanders and RR/ E O personnel , it was concluded that , as it is bein g

implemented at the unit  level , RR/ EO training is accorded a very low priority by chain-

of-command personnel in general.

Attitudes toward and Perceptions of RR/EO Programs

H
There appear s to be a general consensus at all levels and for all races that a need

exists for RR/ EO training. There is also a fairly high consensus that the unit  training pro-

gram— both Phase III  and FY 77—is  not meeting that need. RR/EO programs have a fairly

negative image among both blacks and whites.

Many blacks feel that the Army is only interested in the program for public

relations purposes or as a token gesture aimed at vocal minority groups. They believe that

the Arm y is not really committed to equal opportunity and they distrust the motivations

of commanders.

Many whites dislike the RR/EO program because too much emphasis is placed

on minority history and culture and they are concerned that RR/EO programs only benefit

minorities. They recognize that problems exist but they dislike the approach taken in

training.

Changes in Attitudes and Perceptions

Data collected at the end of the six-month period under study, overall show signs

of a slight improvement in the racial climate and in attitudes toward the RR/EO program

v
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dur ing  t h a t  tu l l e  period du i t mig  s~ li teR t h e  I - \ ~
‘ -‘ programir ~ as in e f f e c t  October 1 ~~

‘u-M ,i~

I ~) 7 l i i  .ii im pr us cu r  em i t  s~ as sur ~r lL , an ¼1. with some intl icator s changing in the opposite

~lir e~ lion , it tt is not in te rp r e  ted is s igna l ing  .t real up urn iii w h a t  ~ as belie s ed to he a s~ or-

Sen tu g i . ic  tal ~ lii iia te

I R e  i l i O s t  s t r i k i n g  I inding I s  l u s t  i ios~ s t ab le  and re s i s tan t  to change ar e t h e  H ack—

st l i i t e  d i i  lerences in i~ ’~~”r~ o t i s  and .ii l i i  r i d e s  Fir e t m i j h i l i t ~ to have mu ch ,‘t feet on these

i l l  ci e f l ee s  I s tes t  i mrro n ~ e i the r  to ti r e t a~ t t hat the train ing program is not be ing igul  ~u
and ef R’~ i i s e I s  i r n p l e m r r e n t e d  or t h a t  the  (‘ , I s i ¼  j i ro del  on st hi~ li t he  l r a m i l i m r g  program I s  based

is uiapprop r i . i t e  to  th e t .isk l ’lit’ b.is ie un i t  t r a in i n g  model s~ ii i t h  r e t t l i  i m e s  c h a i i r — o t — c o m n i n a m r d

personnel to ‘om id u ~’t t r a i n i n g  in su b l e L t s  in which t he~ a t e  genera l l y  i l l—prepared and t in—

comloraible is not  l ikel y to pr oduce e f t e ~’ti s  e t r a i n i n g  even  if it Were vigorou sly and en-

t h u s i a s t i ¼ a l l \  imi rp l em ented .  In ad d i t i o n  t o t he  inappropr ia t ene s s  of t i r e hasi ~ model , i ts

m n i p l e m e n t a t  ion 1w p erson irel who the iri seises ,ire not  per suaded of t i r e  imrr por t ance  am rd

. i i i d i t ~ of the progr am ’s co i l t ent  amid  go .ils ca i rn ot  h elp h u t  comi r run i cate  messages about

the low p r i or i ty  , n oi r— ~’red iNc stat  us ui t i l t ’ p rogra irl -

U S .%R h (JR R ace Rel at iours School

I’lr e school s~ .is seen .is ~lo i i i ~ a good j ob in ach ieving i t s  obj ect ives  u t  both tire

Part- li m e Instructors (‘our-se , iu tl t i t i ’ I n i t  ( ‘on r i r r ande r s  ( or i rs e  i t  ss as thought  that ttie

P art -  l ine In s t ru ~ tor s ( ‘ourse s~ .is the  ni ost effec t se t r a i n i mrg ~~f-tr a i ir er s course obse rved In

the ~rnr~ in t i re  course of t h i s  stu ds . the iir~ ior criticism ss .is the Lack ut arw content

deal ing ss i t i r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  d ms c r imimra t i on  and irow it operates in t ire Arm .

l’he t - 
iii I (‘o m r r ma nd c r s  ( otirse appea red to meet .i real n eed and ss as doi irg so

suc~~’s-l r i f t s  , Fire p r imar y  cri t icism here , too . ss .ts t ire our ission ui cOn t ent  oil in s t i tu t io i r a i

r l rsc rr nimat  ion. Overa l l ,  however , t i re I. 1. (‘ app eared to be a successf ’u l  p ioneer i ir g et ’fort

to conduct  t r a im r i r r g  at  a nr o st  c rmt  i~’aI level wirere th e R K hO educ a l i omr turd t r a in i l r g  pro-

gram .1% a whole has failed lo reac h
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(‘ont’luding (‘ominents

ftc S ~R I K co n rmrr ~mnd lr , is ¼ te ar is placed .m high t’urrp ht . Isis on K K I 0 t i , m i i i

in ~ .iiitt h.ts itrit iated tept ’,ik’d .im i d m ea l et i O i t s  to make I! i n u r e  L’ I l t ’¼ t i S t ’ t h a t  the se ci t on  is

.k l i e s  e ~o littl e is t e s t m n r O i r \  to tire t r u le i r e t ’ amid t i b i t j t i i t ~ of t in t ’ b .n s i ¼ pm obi r ’ mni . m i n t i  i t s

st u bborn rt ’sist.uir~e to change lii t i re  ¼’S ¼’S of t i r e  t’~’oi ’ ~‘ the pm ogi airi is mmr t ~’ mr ~t~’d to i c , i ¼ir  -

l i lt ’ pr tngr .mr sut let s 110111 .i lack o t c r ed ih i l it ~ At  t h e  wi n her ci ~ her e the prog: .Im is

m ’ i rp i e mne i r t c th  . i t  h a s  tended to .1¼ ~ r i i i e  .u s t i o n i g  i r t ’ g .n t i s  ¼’ mnr .ugt’ t i n s is r i ot  ink e ls  to be

os cm ~ 0111¼’ as long .15 (host ’ n e spoirsiN e for  nmnph t ’mne m i t mmig  I he r m~~~i .urr s i i . i i  ¼’ t h at mm .ige I o

t r , m n r g c  Iir .ut I ,uc t , h i t ’ c l r . m n m r  -~ I -~-onrmn ,ni r d 
~
‘
~~
‘ r s o t r n r e l  n r u s t  f i r s t  be ii .mmned SIte ii t in , i t  I h it ’S

untlt ’rst .urd and ,nt -ct’pt tire go.ii s ol t i re  KR I I p i og r amrr
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Background

The development and implementation of race relations and equal opportunit y

programs within the Army during the late sixties and early seventies constituted one of the

f most massive change efforts of its type ever undertaken by any large organization. The

creation of training programs , the development of race relations / equal opportunity (RR / EO )

staffs , the formulation and enforcement of new policies , all require d a tremendous invest-

ment of time and effort , At their ve ry outset , the Army ’s race relations training p rograms

were initiated quickly to meet urgent needs~ there was li t t le precedent on which to build

and no experience with such tra ining in the military , Methods were chosen an -nd content

fo rmulated on the basis of limited experience , trial and error, and the best judgments of

relatively few people.

The orginal Army-wide race relations and equal opportunity training program

(RAP I) was a mandatory 18-hour block of instruction which was generally taught by gradu-

ates of the Defense Race Relations Institute (DRRI) at the post or community. By early

1974 , that program was modified by a revised AR 600-42 to create RAP II which placed

the primary responsibility for conducting RR/EO training on the chain of command and

require d seminars to be conducted within units in platoon-sized groups on a monthly basis.

The basic RR/EO policy documents were revised again in September 1 977.

A somewhat diffe rent model ~~ developed for USAREUR and described in

USAREUR Supplement I to AR 600-2 1 and USAREUR Supplement I to AR 600-4 2~
The USAREUR versions of the training program called for more emphasis on centralized ,

community-level training. This USAREUR program was in turn revised in September 1976

in a new USAREUR Supplement I to AR 600-42,

—5 5-- ”- - - - ’ -  - - -‘--- —
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l Ire orig imi a l -~ m ins t ra u mi i u rg  progr anr Was created amrd nrost oh t im e sui -ns e que irt

ci r aurges i i i  tire program have been made with  l i t t l e  inpu t  f r o m  ev a lu at  iom i researc h des igned

to measure (lie c t t c L - t i s  c im e s s ol t u e  t ra in in g  bein g g n s - ef i ,  A maj or i m petus for the  pres ent

research s tudy is to ob t a i mi  ob ieci m se  da ta  oir wi iat  i i i i pa c t  t ire tm a m n i n g  is h i a vi i ig  A lu r t l i e r

in rpe t us  is t h e  desire to de t e rmi i u mre  Intnw , in f a c t , the pre seuii policy is ac tua l l y  I n eimr g imuple .

memited i i i  t h e t i e ld  - l’hese two iieeds t o n  i mr l o r i i i a t i o u r  provide the t w i m i  t h rusts h eh i imid the

Present s t u dy  i . e . ,  p rogr aurm an a ls  s f 5 and mnrpac t  assessment

Relationship of US A R I ’UR to the Total Study

hr the  un i t  t r a u m r i m r g  programii  a i ra I ~ sis and assc ssrrie nt Part  of the  to ta l  st i i i l  , data

s~erc collected fr omii  locations imr ( ‘ONUS . I ’ SA R I - U R , aird Korea , Because t h e  ove rall s i tu-

a t i omr  is d i f t e r emr t  i i i  ( lie three locations . somirew li at  d i l l e r e n t  research des igirs were required

i i i  tIre three locations aird it was decided to prep are separate reports oir eac ir ,  T h e  present

report ot tI m e L I S A R I - I S I R part  oh the studs- is  ~) mre in a ser ies oh reports our tire total  stud~ ,

l ’h iere . i i  e t ou r  oil ier  rep orts w hm i t h  concern somi i e .m s l n t’ct oh the uni t  KR ho t ra i m ri ng .  Tlrese

. m e

-In .‘tnalr - ,c:.s n ’ t  f / me  I , i i t  Raee Relai,on,s i’rai ning Prog,-a m P

th h i t ’ I - .c .-tr nir

- l na l i - c i .c of Race Re’1atinns ,-L’q:~a/ Opportunity Training in
Korea.

of L vpt ’ripne ’n tal Race Relations / E qual Oppor tunit i ’
Training.

1 n1zli -sis and .- lsst ’sspnt ’nt oJ the ,4 mit Race Relations and
Lqua l Opporr unit r ’ Training Programs: Su,n,nari’ Report
of ( onclusz( ins and Rt ’eopn,nc ’nda lions .

h r  addition . t h ree other reports Ira ve been prepare d on othe r aspec ts of ’ tire total

pr ot ect  - I liese are :

4 
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,4n ~‘lna 1i sis of the’ l’raining of .‘lr,m’ / ‘e’rcon,,t ’ I at t i lt ’

I) t ’ fense Race Re/ at m ) ns Ip ist i tu u’

-i na/i sis oJ Indim’idual Rth-t Relations and Equal Opp ortunit r ’
‘l’raining in ;trnn i Se / i nn/ s

( ‘n,n,nandt ’rs ‘ h andbook fur - l . ’ sc ’ss ing /ns hibu t wnal
I) iscri,nination in 7’/ie ir I pu t,

lu - i this report the results from u r tire USA REUR study are presented ar id . wh ere

appropriate , coi rrp are d wi th  similar data collected iii (‘ONUS .

Obj etlives

The objectives of t h is part  of t h e  s tudy are to:

• describe how (lie trainimrg program is being im i rp lem e nted  at tire
local level iii USA RE V R and

• assess ( lie inrpact  of tIre t r a i i r i u r g  pr ogr ani

TIre first objective involves a comrrp arison between Irow t i r e  tuu r i  t t ra ining program

was intended to l u m rc t i o n r  and h o w  it was ac tu a l/ i-  fuurc t i om i i i rg  at t h ose sites visi ted.  lmr ot lrer

words , Irow was t I e  policy being t ransla ted in to  re al i ty at the company level?

The second objective focused on measuring the impact of RR / EO t rainim i g.  Tire

intent  was to measure changes u i  knowledge , a t t i tudes , perceptions , and helravior which can

he at t r ibuted to the RR / EO t ra ining experience. The purpose was to det ernii ine w lra t  impact

RR 1,0 training is having,  and what aspects of’ variations appear most am-nd least effective. In

short, tire assessm ent objective was to deternrine tIre extent to wIn ch RR /EO t raining is

achieving its objectives.

5
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l I r e  i e s e a r c l r  . t p p n c n a L l i  to th e  overal l  st ud ~ w as tlc sc i’mbcd or de ta i l  i i i  the  ( t ) N t  ‘S

report arid the  m c’an ie n us ret erred to tha t  report to t  .m detailed dt ’~n r i p t  ion -

I’ t ic ori gi nal ele ’sigur t ’ i i ~ i s i o m m e d  .m l i mr i e  I n r e asu re ni emrf  iii a sanu ip le of (‘o n r h n a n i m l ’s

in the A r imi  a i rd a I u ri c ~ ur leasure mrr c ’n r t sever al mon t l ts  Ia Icr do r m m ig whii c l r  per iod U a imr i ng

s~ as prvsuum red to occur - As a comrs eqi i c mrce ot tire I ’inre I data colkct iour ii i  (‘ONUS , it

became evident t h at th e  anrou n t of ’ t i ’aun i iurg  actual ly occurring wa s insul t  icient for ti r e

origina l design to in ta k e  .in m ~ se i f s t ’ arid accord ingly tire l i in i e  2 data collection was cancelled

umr (‘ONUS . Wher eas nros unit s  did prov ide som e sort of t ra ining experierrce to sa t i s fy

t-t ’gu lat  tou rs . ( l ie com m (ci ii  r e leva mr t to race r e lations was t i  i i m a n r v  cases mere ly th e  t i t l e  oh t ire

L n n i i  mse lire genera l lac k of r a ce—re la  ted coin tent  mr rcan t  t h at a l i m e 2 i i reas ure in rei i  t would

only o~ er d o cu m e n t  th e obvious outcome of l i t t l e or ito ch ange wu (hi respect to t r a h m i u u u g

iS L’S .

Iii t SAKE K , f lit ’ original Fime I l ’ i i i r e ’ 2 ~t a a  collect j ou r dL’sug mi ss as re ta i n ed

since there appeared to be su ff i c m e mmt  I ra in ing bem~ clon ic to ju s tu t  s it and because a new

variation in t ire program was being ini t iat e d at tire point of the Time I data collection vis i t s

(October l97~). In Korea, the original Time I Time ~ data collection was also re tai n ed

pri m ari l y because of t i -ne practical consideration that  by the t ime it became evident that a

change in design might he appropriate ,  it was too late to modify the , desigo, For I t SAR F UR ,

Time 1 ‘Time 2 data were collected in -n October I 976 Lund May 1977

Re~~ar ch Design

Seven eortttntmnities in USARFUR , all mi  West Gernramiy, w e re chosen for st i id ~

From eigh t to twelve companies were selected at each communi ty ,  vary ing according to t ire

size of the commun i ty ,  arid cho seur according to the fol lo wing procedures.

Robert I - Ih iett amid Petci G N cnrj iie , .4p: -m a / i - cue ‘p the I mr Race Rel atE ,pgy 1’~ai:sing Program
mp g the I -

. ‘n , ,4r,,,r ’ (Mc Le~u ii , Va - . I lumair Scit ri nces Research , I iic ,, I ‘~ ‘~~~~ - 
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( ‘omir paury —s ized u n i t s  were l isted b~ major or gani ia t io nr al  grouping brigade).

(‘om n pa z r ue s  sscrt ’ the i r  selected at random with iu r  each brigade , Sa uiip h i uig W as p er to rirred

iii such a s~ as .is to insure t h ra t  appro xuunm at e ly  one ’fourt ir oh the to ta l  com li pai r ie s selected

we re headquarter s  umr U s .  Thus , it  tIr e fi rst comi r pa mn y selected were a ir ea dqc uarte rs  un i t , tire

m r ex t th ree u mru ts scere not allowed to be headquarter s co n rp anue s.

I l n i s  procedure scas hollowed to c’rrsure appropriate represe ir ta t ion  of b otir  head-

quar ters  ami d line uni ts  in tIre sur-ses’ . For each i co unr pai n y selected , a 40.percent sauni pl e of

persoir ire l ssas draw mr fro u rr tIre total rost er using a ss s te m ria t ic  random sampling technique

At Time I (October I 976~, some ‘Th c’Olr ) pLi m r i c ’s were sii r~’eved iii U SA RI ~ K At

Time 2 (\l.i~ I’)~
’ ‘) . .m tota l c n t  ~() cotrrpa n ies were surves-ed , oh whic l r  ~4 cor rrpamr i e s were

the same at both a dm tn ini s t r ~m tio nis , l’hese d it ’ferenices were due to sub st i tu  t io nns  ar id th e

unavai labi l i ty  of certain compair ies becatrse of field exerci ses .

The d na collection inst n ini ren i Is obtained im - nf or n i i a t i om i  m r  (he fo l lowi n g  areas:

b ack gr oumrd i m r t ’ormation on eachr respondeirt measure s of a t t i tudes  and perceptions in l’Lt c~L’—

re lated areas : irre as ure s of ’ race ’re lated beh aviors : amrd knowledge nni ea sur es , Tire surv eys

were adnr ui i i ster ed in -n group settings and responde ur ts were assured of anonr mi ty  and en— .,‘- I.
courageel to gise complete aird (‘rank answers. (‘om r ip leted quest io nn aire s were returned to

II SR ’s home of f ices , ke s -pu m i chred . data t’iles establ ished and edited , and da ta  ana lyzed.  Both -n

sur sev s were adnriiristere d by II SR per soir nel.

In addit i omr , iirter s ’iews we re conducted w il i r . ai rd separate quest iorma ir e s a dnr inis—

te r ed to company commanders of ’ the un i t s  sum-s-eyed , selected brigade and ba t t a l ion  com-

manders . groups of ’ selected .iuni or air ci se irior e mnh i sf ed  personnel . l ) R R I  graduates. (J R KS

graduates, and um firained KR/ h O stal l ’ u re mu b ers at l i m e I - At l’inne 2 , questionnaires were

gu s c’ir to ~o i i r p am i v  coumrmanders , senior comm ande rs . amici gr adu Lutes of t h e  t J n  it (‘onni n na nders

(‘cr uise ( L ~CC).

Wit h t h i s  design , it  was possi h ie to ~‘omnpar e t h e  t’inding s I’or the sample of per -soi l—

nd in U SAR E UK w ithr tindin g s f’ronn personnel j a r (‘ONUS uni t s ,  It was also possible to

~Eor ~ detail ed discussion and desLi ip nion oh tI r e imr s mr umneunt . see Robert L. IIie t t , Marc ia A
C%hbe r t . Dal e K. Brown . -In .4 na/i sis of ’ tl,t~ I “mit Race Rt ’Ia t ion,c Training Prog ram En t ime I S .4rmr ’
Technical ,1ppt ’,ahiees (McLean . Va ,: hiun ra n Sciences Re search , line , , December 1QTh); amid A ppe irdix
I) in minis  r eporm
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ctet t ’r i i r i i r e  s~ iic ’t l i c ’ m chamiges . ‘ c L c i n  red be t s~c’c ur f l i t ’ t i n s t  and second . i c l m i i u i m i s t n  , t t  e ’i i’ -, Si i i ~’ c’

l i e n c sc as i r c n ~‘ou r t r o l  group,  lios~ c’% ci , i t  % % .ms h o t  .hpp i O p h  i . h t c ’ 10 .11 ( rubu  Ic c’t i .mnr g n .’s d i r  t ’L ’ I f S

t e n  the l.i~’c ’ r e l a t i o m i s  pn ~ ngi .i nn

lire Sample

lire samples e nbt . t i i i ec i  iii I SA Rh V K on tIre fi rs and st’c’e n i rd s l im sc ’s .in c’ slios% ii i i i

lable  I ‘~lt h r ot igl r  f l i t ’ samm i p Ic Si . ’ c’s ss ci c’ slig li t ls s u i ra l l em i i i  I t ie sc’~’oird su m s c’S ( h i , u i r  i i i  ( lie

l u st . t h ere s~ crc no ci i t I e re t r ~’es tnt’ (V. cen the s , imnn plc ’s V. i t hi m ‘ spc ’ L t 10 .I ~~c’ - Sc’ \ - and u , i ink - l ire

raci a l cli ~t r ib t i t tomi  of t Ir e  I V.0 sati rp les ~ioes not s i gn i t i c amr t l s  elu f  h e r  h i  e n i ii  the t. ( )N S sa inip ic ’

‘lable 1
Racial I)ist tiln ition ot~ the Samp le

First Survey Second Su rvey
______________________ Nu ir iber Pe r çeur t Nu m ber Pe r ceui t p

11 S AR L U R
Black .‘l 24 ~3 2 2 5
Wl r i te  ,‘,O(~5 (. 5 1 , ‘3t) (‘S
Other .2 f l  S J 5 S

(‘ONUS
Black 945 24
\\ ‘lr i te 2 , ’ 55 (i’) 

No eqt i iv a l eur  t second

Other 2’~~n 
surv ey iii (‘ONUS .

15% 0 %‘ c’t’ Smc ’liS of the c it ie st i om l i la ire  ss c rc  used in each ad ir rur i s l i at i on . ~% lic l th e

sau nrp i t ’s obta i ned for t’.i~ li ~ir~ shc nwn i in l’abh e 2 ’ I wo c’q ui sLl l& ’ni t e r s uoin s  Wt ’rd developed

for ruse in I ls , .~R FI l R  because the single vers ioir u t i h i i c ’d in ( ‘ONUS ss-as felt  to be too long,

c .iu si ing soirre prob lems of nonrespon~ ’ By us turg two version s i i i  l t irol’e , h i t ’ i u r d i s  idual i te mn r s

could be retained whil e alh owit ig respoirck ’nts to cot n rp h et t ’ t I re survey wi th - n  tewer tLi t  hguc’ e f f e c t s .

l u c r e  ‘S crc’ 110 signi t ic ’a ir t di t ’t ’er et r ces between tire sanrplc s on eacir version wi th  re spect to

.uge , ses . r ,i n k . or race.

a com plete cli%c ’uisSi Ohi of  th e dii  ft ’ p t ’ii i ‘en  Si t ’hiS of t ire’ e1t it’Sti ol r ur ~u i i t ’ . St’C Appt’ii~lis It ,

S 
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Table 2
Racial Distribution by Questi onnaire Version

Black White Oth n~r
____________ 

Number Percen t Numbe r Percent Numbe r Percent
First Survey

\‘ersion A 360 24 1 ,052 69 116 8
Version B 36 1 24 1 ,0 13 68 11 5  8

t . Second Survey
Version A 339 26 870 67 92 7

- 
Version B 293 23 869 69 93 7

Data in this report were analyzed and are presented by race. Because personnel

who identified themselves as neither white nor black were not from any singl e , homogeneous

ethnic group in numbers sufficientl y large to be meaningfu l in the analysis , their responses

were excluded from any further investigation in this report . in the report on CONUS, whe re

the samples were larger , the non-black minority response s were shown separately.

To facilitate reading the tables , the responses are shown in percentages reported

in round numbers . The white and black N’s for each question are also shown in each table

so that the N’s of individual responses can be reconstructed if there were reason for doing

so. Whenever the same question was asked in CONUS as was asked in USAREUR , the data

from CONUS are also shown in order to provide a comparison. The significance of the

differences between the black /white , USAREUR / CONUS , and Time I/ Time 2 response

patterns to individual questions were tested by chi-square. The chi-square results and sig-

nificance levels are tabled and presented in Appendix A.

Throughout the text , in describing the data tables , the term “significant difference ”

is used only when the chi-square results are significant at least at the .05 level. Because of

the nature of the chi-square statistic , which examines differences in distributions across all

cells , some seemingl y small differences between percentage s may be statistically significant.

The term “significant difference ” doe s not necessarily carry with i t the imp lica t ion of
“impor tant” difference. Significance , as used in thi s tex t , means that the differences

9
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reported are unl ike l y  o be due to ctra mr ce . but  rather are real dit ’l’erence s These n eal clif —
t’erc’n~ es mn i a ~ sonretimi ies be sm all in n n agnut u id e ’ It  may also happ enr t h a t  sonine large

di ft ’er euic e ’. i m r per ce ir (ages are trot  sign ificant , es’e n th rough snrr al l e r percentage duf teremr ces
ui -n oth er tables are si g irific am -nt . beca use of varying sample si/es and d is t r ibut ions .

Organitation of This Re port

Thus report prese nts ire findings f rom tire surveys of’ per sonrr re l in I_ I S A R E I I R ,
fl-ne report us addressed p r i tn r anl v  to persons concerned w ith  RR E() p o l n c \  and tr a imn i m i g.

Survey fi mr di n rgs  abou t  the a t t i t u d i m r a l  am rd p ercepu ia l e ri virom im i -ne i rt  irr wl r i c h r t ire
equal oppor tunit y and race relations t ra ining programs operate are presented in - n Chapter  l I
Chapter I l l  presents tir e a t t i tudes  of ’ i n r u f u t a r  person n el toward race relations progra nirs in - n
ge neral , a nd the t ra in ing prograini in particular . Tire d i f ferent  t ra in ing  models in et ’t’ect at

Tim nr e I and Time 2 are described in ( ‘irapter lv , arid information about th e actual opera-

t i o u r  ot tese programs at the uni t  level is provide d. An ex am nri r r a t i on  of (lie ciranges across
time m r  USAR EU R are presenr ted in -n Ch apter  V ( ‘hrapter \ ‘h p rovides a descrip tio n of tire
VS ,-~Rl- UR Race Rel at ions  Scirool ( I I R K S )  amid tire Unit (‘onrrnaurders ’ Course h t I C( ’ f

t raining pr og r amrrs , Tire f indings of thre sun-es s in U SA R I :V R are discussed Lurid conrc lu-
Suons gn s en in tine f i nr al  chapter ,  Tire appendi ces  prov ide t ir e significance levels f or  the
data  tables and a d iscussion of the  scale scores developed .

10
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(,‘IIAPl’I’IR II

tHE R,.t l,, ’ IAL CUM~ Il - l~ I s  -~Rh - 1 K

Ih e  h i r s m  duuiic ’nis i c n tn to be ~‘ e ’u i s i ~f~’ic ~f i nn h u t ’ . i s s e s sm uu c ’ u u l  of mJC ’ nc ’ ) . u h u o u u s  t’e i i iJl

op po r tu mr i t ~ t r a m m r u m r g  in I S  A Rh  I. - K is t i re  c~s t’rall ra ci al c’ l u t n n a t e  - Racial c l n m u r a t e  g -n e r a l l

r e t  ~‘i to t i l t ’ p at  ( er n r s ot it it t’1.i c’t i t ~ i l~~, .tSSOc ’ i . i t  i0f l s , per c’e p ( u ou i s , and behaviors between

ii ien u i t ’er s ot J u l  t c ’ n c ’ t t  races In one sense , KR 1-0 tr .u i r iu ng  a iu nis  at creat ing .1 inrore posit  u S c ’

temr ~i o mr - t ’ret, ra cial c lu nnr a t e  One V. .15 oh es . i fu. i t u n i g  t h i t ’ % U c c c’ Ss e n f  KR 1:0 tr . um n m m ng .  t l r c rc’tore .

us b~ c’~ an rr i m r u ng ( lit ’ racial c l im i r a t t ’ .un cl chanr ges s~ in ch occ ur in i t  -

l’ire racial e l t i nra t e  i i i  t ’S, -~R 1’ I - K is a f te ct e d  by mi ranv e l enrre n ts . om -nl v some oh se In ch

arc ope ir to cou ntro l i’~ t Ir e Artn y M.u i i ~ soldier s are separat t’d t ’ronr threur  fanr i l ics  aird ,m rc

servitrg i i i  cotu irt  ries wh ere ( l ie cis i l i au i  p opul at  u o mr h.i s a so m n -n ew ira t  ci i ffer etr t  cu l ture  aird

speaks a di ffere n t lan r gu .ugt’ t ronr ti -nat of sets icc rersonnrel tIre opportun Ities for posit ive

ot t -dut y  c ros s - su l t ru i ’ a I  e~ c’hamige art’ th e re to r t ’ h i t i n i t ec i .

l’hre . tssessnurc ’ t t  ot the n’ac i al c l imate  presente d Irere is based on responses to clu es—

lions con cernur g perception s tnt ’ and at t i tudes  t oward race r e lations and equal Opportu n ity

it ( lit’ Arm s , and r eports oh rc’sponde mrts ’ own behavior ,uur d of lilt’ beh ra s tor of oth ers in

their cotnlp .rtr Ii’s

Racial Atti tudes a u d  Perceptions

Equality of Treatment

c)ne primary goal of the Ar inrv ’s RR , l ( )  program is to insure that all Ar m y

persommel ar e t r eated equally, wi t i r out  regard to race An i tnnp o r tan l  aspect of the racial

c lima te, them , is Arm members ’ perceptions concerning equal t rea tment  \\ h i i ic  percep-

t iomr ~ of (he equality ot tn.’atmnw nt m n na ~ not perfectl y cor re late with - n ti -ne obj ectiv e reality of

t rea tment , pr ior r-e sea rc hr suggests t i at b ehavior is more relat ed to how people perceive

rea li t ~ t h an thr e ob~i’c t ivt ’ cl r a ract c’ ristics of t l ra t  realit y . Thus, perceptions ot ’ unequal

trea tm emr t t nn , i~ lead to racial tension ev en ii an cThjec’t i se  .usst ’s sn nr ent  would demonstrate

II
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it ’  .Ic tu .ii i n icqu a l i t ~ - ‘S t~ .( s i c  au rt i ci it lc ’ .If t i m r d u i r g  oh t h u s  s t t i c i ~ u s t h i a t  uu i o st  peop le do

pc ’ c i %  c c i i i  t c ’ m c ’ u i c  c’s im ( t i c ’ t r t ’ a t u t i e m r t  u c ’c c ’ i s c ’d i’\ pe u \o u is oh c i u i t e r i ’nnt  n a c c ’s i i i  t h e  .- \ r u i i s

Lmb l~’ ~ shit n ~~s t h a t  tc ’ s t c i  t l u i u  h i a t t  of t h ose s i n n s c ~ c’d be hi c s c’ l i i i  is h u i t ~ ’, amid ui ’ u u - s s h t m t ’s

art ’ h rc’.m tc cl  e~ ac- t i ~ ti n ’ sa li ne , WInk’s t en t h  to  spli t  b e t s t cc i i  th e  beli ef t hi . t t  c’s c i  s h~ .. i is

t re a te d t h e  sau irc .tn ct t h a t  i r on -s~ h i t c s  are t t ’t ’ .i ted better  t h n a n w h i n e s  Onn k one- to n r t h u  oh
t I r e  blacks bc’lit ’~ e t h i .m t  c’s c’r\ one u s Ii c’at ed the  sa t iuc ’ , hr o~ c’S er . Ss ii u tc I s~ o out of t h ree

bla cks heel th at noi r-ss  ii i t t ’s .ur e t re a ted  worse t h r a u r  V. iii  t c ’s th ere u t  c’ssc ’i i t  i . i f l s  no Jut-

t e rem r ~-es k’t ss cc ii wh it e s  am ti blacks i t ’  S.- \R l  UR air d w h i t e s  ant i i ’ l . i c k s  Ui ( ( )\  I S  in

these pelct’pt ion is .

Table 3

Perceptiours ot I~qual ity of Treatment

Quesuotn - hI Ili (’/l of t i lt ’ tollont ’UR’ Stn2tt ’~Pic ’flts Lc ~~ ) % c .%! h t our
nnp gflj~)fl 

‘

US .-~REUR (‘ONUS
‘ Whites ‘ Blacks ‘ Whites ‘ Blacks

n’• l, t ’!~ 5 —  ~~ .s 5 — ’
,, ‘~ ‘‘~ \ —

44 45 5 In - n general , non-whites are treated be t te r
t h i a un  wl r i t t ’s in - n t lie Arm~ -

.45 25 4S lii getrer a l . nomr-whi tes are treated c’tac-tl ~
t i - nc’ samu t ’ .is whi le s  in - n h i t ’ A rt nrv  -

(i ’) ‘ Inn gemrera l . mro i r—w h r i t e s  are t reated wors e
t hanr ss h r i It’s u n  t he ~ r n n iv -

Respon ses to a related que stion are show ur in Table 4 where there a ga imr is a sig- - 
-

~

n i f i c .u i n t  di ffer ence between ss lr i ( es and bl acks, Wh -ni l e  on ly 6 pt’rc eur of whrn te s  ft’el tl r at
b lacks ut - n tIre Ar tn v must do muott ’ t hiat r  (Ire ,m~ ~‘rage wl r i t e  to t -n - na k e tire grade , oser t~() per-

cent of the blacks hold tI n s view l’h re ss i u n t e s  in ( S A R i - I l K  amr cl ( ‘O N US lr as e s cr~ siti n i tar
response pat terns , h u t  thr er t ’  are s i g m n i l icam r t d iffe r ences hetss c’eti t ire two bla ck resp on der -nt

~ ‘oups . w i t h  blacks in U SA R F U R  feeling es - em -n more strongly ( h air blacks in CONUS thra t

blacks r irust do miror e n Ir an wlri ( es

12

H 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



-

lable 4

Pert-ept iumrs ol Whitu i It I .i k & ’s to Stake t Ir e ( ra cle in the &r nr v

Sta t e mm nt ’ n u t  h ‘J,h A, lfl (lit t p ’~; ‘‘w i t ! ‘ ‘ ‘~ ,~ ri,~i,, ‘1 :, - , i t  c T, li ,’t

in ‘t i l t  1 ’ .‘?!,I ~~t ’ t i l t ’ ~‘ P ,~ ! n

I S ‘S R i - ( R  ( O N t ~S
‘ W ini te’s Black s ‘

~~ White s  ‘ Blacks
“ ‘ -‘ ~~~~~~ - “ , : — -- ‘‘ -

~~ 
- - ‘ ‘

In ~
‘(n c 3  St roii gl~ .-~gr cc ’ .-‘Sgre e

II .) I .~ I I  I t )  \c ’ u t t t c ’u -\uz r ee Non  l ) l” , i e iL ’L
I I  i’~~ I S l ) is .ugre c S m n o n g h ~ l) isa gre c ’

P ro n -n un t uou r s  - 
-

. -
~~~ shiost ii in l . ih lc ’ 5 . w i t h  reu~ur ci to the  qu e s t ion ,  oh who is best q t u a l u t i e c i  t o n  p i t ’

m not i c n nn , it is  in t e res t  ins to u -note t i r a t  bot h  whi t e s  ant i  b l ,uc k s sub s t , u tn t i a l l ~ ~ig i c ’ n ’ t h a t  sold u t ’ns

oh all n . ic t ’ s are t~j:s~2 !/r ~u a! t r i ~~I A somewh.it surprr sinig fu nd ing inn I - S A RI  I - R ~ t h at in

c’otrt r ast ss u t h  t O N I  S s i C i t i ’ u c , I u l t f S  th oR’ w i i n t t ’s t hi , u i i  blac’ks h old t In s s u~’ss - Bo t h  [a c t ’s diffe r
‘I

t r onn  t ine ir  counterpar ts  u n  ( O N  t 
,
S ss hu es in I S - ‘SR I I. - R iuolch a more t’g ai i ta r u a r n  poi nt  oh

s it ’SS ( liar - n V . h i t e %  in - n O\I S~ bu t  t ’t , u ~- k5 u m [SARi-  I’ ~ hold a less eg a l i t a r i an  p o u t r t  ot t V .

t h - u m n  do h lj c k s  it i t O N I _ S .

Wlren thre quest ion Is asked it ( e rmn n s  of w h o  ac t u , i i l ~ lr as tIne best c’h n a nc ’e of being

promoted . hio we s er , h e  dit ’f ’e r enrces between t S \  Rt I _ 1R and ( O N I S d isappear. l’he majority

oh w hn i t es  sti ll heli~ve t hat ch ances .ur e equal for all [.lc ’t’s , but w ith  a fa i r ly  s i zab l e  p er cent~uge

e \p r c’~ s u i n g  the ‘‘ rc s cr sc’ racism -n -n ’’ feeli iig tha t  blacks hn , is c a b e t ter  c h ia m ~ ’e th an whi tes  l i nu s

differs sharply I’ron h i r e s It ’ws t’~ prc’sst’d by blacks in both t S . -~R h - ( T R  and ( ‘ONUS . While

one—t ’ourth of the blacks feel that  chances are equal for all r .uec ’s ti -ne great n - n a ,io r i t y  e \prc \ .s

t i-ne opinion t i - nat wh ites ha s e ti - ne best chia~’n~e -

Ii



i abk ’  5

Perceptions ot ’ Promo h ot -n Oppor m Unities

Quest ion - h a c ‘ t r~I/ ru/ c in / i i r at ta t gn nuu , n i / ‘~ 1 / u~i1i 1i ,l !~ ~r
PP J ~‘: Fl to I t ’:  enlis te ’J .t ’r th/ n In !iI(’ ‘i fl?l I

(O NUS
‘ Wh ites ~ Blacks Winit es ~? Blacks
\ •~~~~~ _, J _  \ . .- ,,j  

~~~~~~~~~~

74 Our ti -ne averag e , soldiers of all races are qual ified‘5 .~~n 19 On t i -n e averag e . wh it e soldie rs are best qualified.4 2 Our the average , non-white soldiers ar e best
qualif ie d -

Questi on ‘l .i J~ ’e ’ F l c r l / rule ’, it -/l k /u rac ia l gr oup has fl i t ’ best c-/ nan ce Jar
/ ) r a~nuf ~ ) n t i  lug/ icr enlisted grad e ’s

USA REUR ( O N I S
~ Whites ‘ Blacks ~ Whites ~ Blacks
5 — 4~ .5 .~4v 1 \ — 2 ‘_‘ i i  .5 —

68 25 67 ~~t) Chances are equal for all races ,
9 72 9 6 ” Whit es  h-nave t i- n e best chance ,19 I I~

) 2 Blacks have tine best chance,
4 1 4 2 Other minori ties h -nave tire best chance

Pun i~hrneui t

-~rn cu t i n er area of sh arp differen ces in perc eption between black s and whites is the
qu est ion of wino gets awa y with - n break ing rules. As shown in Table 6 , appro ximate ly  half the
bla c ks agree that w hnutes get aw a~ with br eaking rule s ti - nat n on-w hites are pun ished t’or ,
where as 87 per cent ol t l e white s disagree. Wiren the questi on is reversed , there is almost
~i mirr or image with 44 pe rce nt of wh ites saying that  n on-whites get away wi th  breaking
rules , while 57 percent of the blacks disagree. I’h - - patterns are very similar for USA RE UR
and ( ON I S.

14
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Table (,

Per cept j oins of Put -n ishiu rre ir t for Break j ug Rule s

S t a t e m n e n t  : in ,,u r - unit , whit e ’s get  ant - au nt/t i: / ‘re’a/ting rules f/Ia!
,uon -n t / i j ( e  s are’ punis/u’e,’ ~ r

USAREUR CONUS
Wh ites ~; Blacks ‘; Wh it es ‘; Blacks

\ — ~~~~~“ c\ - 255, -~~- -‘-~ 4’~ _______

3 53 3 47 Strongly Agree /Agree
1 0 I 7 7 23 Neither Agree Nor Disagree

30 90 30 l) i sa gree / Stro t -ng ly Disagree

Sta t em em -n t :  Ip : inn ’ tu tu , eu) n-nt ’hi tc ’s get ar t - a t ’ un i t/ i  brc ’aA, ip, g rules-
f / l a! n/ life ’s arc p zu:is/ :ed J ’or.

USAR E UR CONUS
“~~ Whi tes % Blacks ‘X. Whites ~ Blacks
_ _ _ _  j ~~~j ~5J \~~~~‘ i 4 ~~ ~~~~~

44 6 48 7 Strongly Agree/Agree
23 1 S I I  Ne i t i ne r  Agree Nor l) isagree
33 87 34 52 l)isagre e/ Strongly 1)isagree

Work Assignments

Table 7 shows ti -nat a similar patte rn exists in t i -ne perceptions of work assignmen r ts.
Forty-five per cent of ’ tire blacks feel t i - nat nou n-whites receive a disproportionate share of ’

dirty details , while 72 percent of t i c  whi t es disagree. Tine white re sponse pattern in
USAREUR is d it ’ferent f’rom t lrat in (‘ONUS , however , with , significantly more wln it es in -n

Europe expressing ti -ne view ti - nat n on  - ‘  “-~ ~c~~ve more dir ty details.

Table 7

Percepti ons of Assignmen t to Work Details

• Staten iet t ‘ \o?I-rt ’/ i i te ’,c get m ore ’ tha i: their share o/ dir t ,n’ details.

USAREUR CONUS
‘; Whites ¶ Blacks ‘

~~
- Whites ‘ Blacks

~ 
‘
~) (N — 2.Sn’) (N — 2,321) 1v —

I 2 45 7 49 Strom gly Agree/Agree
16 29 1 5 23 Neither Agree Nor I)isagree
72 25 78 28 l)isagree/Strongly l)isagree

I _ s
r~~ :,~:.
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I t ~nnniing Oppor tui n it is’,.

I n t i n e  .u i t ’ .i n i t  ol ipot t t u i i i t t t ’ s t i n t  t i , u u i n u n r g ,  l’ l.u~- k - whi t e  t l i t t s ’ns ’ mn c -es tin pn ’ s c c ’pt ions  c n n

n ’ I h n  c ’ . i g.uu ur t ie sen ’ui Os~’t lu , ull th e ’ in I , ucks  k ’t i~’s n ’ Ih i , u t  V. lu t e ’s i i . i u n  ,i k ’ t t e ’t I uau i ~ n ’ t e n gem t i u ~’

best I t  .i u f l i ng  n n i n poi t t i i u u t  it ’s , k i t  t n t  c’i t hu rs’e’ t o u t  t h i s  t n t t ine ’ V. i u i t c ’s i l is a guce ’ Re ’ s 1’ n n i i s n ’ s i t t

- [5  -SRi -  U R and ( ‘ON I S  a t e  s ~ i s s u m u n u l . u m

- lii tnl t ’ S

l’s’r ceptiom nt. of ’ Op p o r inu in i l  it’s for l r .u i u n i i u g

St . i te t u lc ’ nn t  Ii ’I~,t ~- , ~i i  n a  “ n / I c ,  / :, i ’i, , ~~~ ‘1, ‘0 n n ‘: ; i , - , (
~ CC!

( I : ,  / ‘~
-
~~! r ’ : I ’ : : ’ : C  ‘ p/ ’ ? I u ’ i i I l n n

(1 5 ~R l - L ’ R ( ‘ONUS
~% h i t e s  - ‘ Blac k s ‘ . W h i t t ’ s ‘ Bla cks

\ . ‘ I s I  ‘~~ . n~
a ‘

~ 2 a ‘-‘ I  S t romng i ~ -\~ n n ’n ’ ~~‘ i ’.’ i ’
10 2 ’ 17 ‘-1 N~’iik ’i \~~i~ ’~’ \~‘, I~~i s . u e n n ’ n ’

I n u s ,n ~~u n ’ n ’ S I m n ’nngls l n i s , o ’ in ’ n ’

I’e’iet ’ p t u i b t n s  ol l) iss’ri iun i unj t i om r an :uumrs i  % “ I i u i t ’’n

\ s  t h e ’ l i s t  sn ’ s n ’i .il t , i i ’ l n ’s t i . i t  ~ shut i V.  i n ,  mo st ss h n i i ~’s set ’ l i t t l e  n ’s i ele ’i in ’e of e l i s n - n i t uu i tn a -
t ionr  aga ins t  i in i t non i t i c ’s hut  ,, si, ’ .il ’k’ u r n u n n n b e t  sn ’c’ i h i s n i u i n u u u n , i l  ion r u n  t i l t ’ i ’pp o sui c ’ d n u t ’c’ t u o t n

.ug. i uT n~ t st m ites . 01 ‘‘ I c ’S c i s c ’ nl is s ’ u m n n u n n . i t i o n  ‘‘ Sest ’ia t  qn u e ’s t mo n s  i e l a t i n g  to t I n t s  issu e 5%t ’te

.is ks’el i i i  t i n t ’ s l i t S  n•5

l abie ~ shro ss s u c’spouisc ’s t O  n l u u e ’s t %o i r  .ul i out  ss hn t ’t i t e t -  t i n ~ -~ u i n s  ‘s R R I 0 p t o g t a i n n

ine lp s m nnino m - it  ic ’s .u t t i n e e’\ pt’mns e of V. i i i t c ’s S u g n n u t i ~’. inn t lv  i t l O l e ’ wh i t e s  t i n , i t n  b la~’ks b e l i e ’s e’ t i n i s

is m u i ,- in b o th  ( I S A R I - I R  am nd ( ‘ONU S , . u h m i r o u u g i n  t i n e  l’ n ’u c n ’ i t , u~ n ’s .ue ie ’n ’ imr g  , u u n ’ s t i l l  loV.e ’i

t i u , u i n  t lnos e ’ e h i s .ig i c’c’ u n n g

Ia  
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i’a bIt ’ 9

Per cepti nmns oh tIne I - f l e et  of tint ’ Ar univ ‘s KR I ’() Pr ogr auni
on W hites

S t , u t e t u n e m rt  l’/,e I p , , i  u h’R 1 ()  i’,, p~~~~~,u ’i  /u’//n .s ‘tu Ft ,  ‘F ! ( i t ’.% ,~ c t  .i/ie,l./
,1( i/ u ’ t t f ’  Fi t ,  p

U SARt ~L I R  ( ‘ONU S
W h n i t e s  ‘ Blacks ‘ , W in i t es ~ Bla cks

I-’ — ~~~~~ S — ,‘ ‘~~~- 5~~~~’ ~‘/ 5 —  V i ,

I ‘ It ) ‘5 7 St rot r glv .-\gn c’,’ Agree
~~ N e u t l r e n  /~gu-ee ’ Non l) isagnee

42 ~
‘ I ‘t) I )i sagne d ’ — Sl non glv I ) isagt ee

. \ . i u i , u n  l a h h e  10 , s t c ’ l u n c h  s i g t n m t u c  , u i i l l ~ t i t i n i n ’ whi t e s  t h u a t r  l i l ac -k s c \ l ’ i c s s i u i e t i n t ’
o p u t n i o t n  t i n a t  t t h i t t t ’s . i t c ’ giving nip too tnna in ~ cu t  t h e m  m i g i n t s  to t  f l i t ’ n i g h t s  ot t u t i i c ’ i s  O mne- l i n und
n i t  t i l t ’ 5% l u m t c ’ s m ol d t h i s  b elief , V. l i t h e  u l e ’ ,m i  I s is s in  i l u u n c i s  cu t  t i n t ’ b l a c k s  nl isa i1ut ’e’ . W l m u i c ’s nun

t ’S \ R l UR . ln ow c s c ’i , . I i c ’ less l ikt ’l~ to hold t i n t s  s u c ’w t t n a t n  w h i t e s  un - n  ( ‘ONUS ,

tab le 10

Pt ’r t~’l)h iotns of Win at is Happ t ’mn ing In flit ’ Ri g int s of
Win it s’ NI j eldle—Clinss Anrer is’amns

St , i te m nne m nt  : It /we mniddle ’—elas,s- -I nu ’r ieans are g ii - ing up too pp s~:?; n’
f their ann  rj i,’/u. ’~’ f o r  f/ sc ’ ri g/ its i i f  others

LI SAR F UR (‘ONUS
‘ W hites ‘ - Blacks ‘ Whites ‘

~~
- Blacks

.5 • os, ’, v — •‘~~~i ~\ • ,‘ 4 1 j  I s — -c u

33 S 38 II SIrongl~- -\gn-ce Agree
3! 30 3 I I N e i t iner  Agre e Nor l) isagree

62 3 1 I ) msag nci ,’ Stnon gl v l ) m s ag u cc ’

W ln et n asked w hn t ’t hn er  or trot there is ra cial diss’ri t n i u n a t  ion a g au ns t  nu ’hites at I m cii
con n m u ni t ~’ , over one-l ’our thn of tine w in i tes agree ( l ’ able 1 1) ,  i h u s  us a s igm - n ih ’ica nt lv mn igh - n er
per t ’eml t , ig c’ of ’ w l n u t es t l n a t - n b la cks re po nti m n g ti n s s t e w , but  it is also s ig t n i f ’it ’ai r t l v  less ( I r a n

- te spons e s oh wi-n i t t ’s in (‘ONUS wine re over one-third of t ine w i - n ites In e ld this view , Blacks

4
U
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nn I .J SARE U R am rd ( ‘()NUS also cu t l e r  s g u u u i u ~- a n t h v  on thu s  qu e s t ion , wi th f t  5 5 c r  b la cks  n it

USAR I ’ [JR seeing disc r i tm n inia t i on  against wh m it e s

Table I I

Perceptions of Discrimination agai nst Whites

State irnent : i ’he ’re ic rae / al diser i,numanan against whi~ - c at t/ :is t orn—
mnunit ,~’ (post I .

USAREUR CO NUS
‘7- Wh ites ‘7 Blacks ¶ 7 Whites ‘ Blacks

— ~ ‘4) ~,V — 256) ~V — :3,5? ,  \ —

26 13 37 23 Stroingly Agree ,— Agree
33 27 29 30 Ne it hrer  Agree Nor t)isagree
41 59 34 47 l)isagree ’Strom glv l)isagree

Thus , wi th  both blacks aind whit es in n i-urope seeing less reverse discr iminn at io n , i t

scenns sale to assutne ti - nat  if t h ere are any suc h occurren ces . t i rere are fewer in U S A R L 7 U R
thr a n in -n (‘ONUS.

Behavioral Aspects of Raci al Clima te

Another importan t aspect of the racial climate is the extent to which racial ten-

sions are manifested in behaviors, The following discussion is based ot respondent s’ reports

of ’ their own behaviors and the behaviors of their own and otiner racial groups ,

Voluntary Racial Separ ation

Both blacks and whites in USAR E UR report high levels of voluntary racial separa-

tion. As shown in Table 1 2 , approxinnately half ’ the respondents felt that voluntary racial

separation occurred on the job often or very often. Both whites at-nd blacks iii USA REUR

felt that whites stuck toge ther on the job sign :antly more often ti -nan did personnel i m

CON US.
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laNe I 2

Per cepti omns of On-Duty Volunt ar y Separations

Quest tour - hi ut u n f f ’p~ i/o flu ; , s—nn’ / , i t e s  or PP: z m ‘r if t  pc ’rstnt,,u ’l in t our
t n  ‘npan u’ or tt ’orA 0,1/f it s .  A I. u,’et/I t ’r nt - /u I1’ t u g  the ~n ‘in -

L I SAR F UR (‘ONUS
‘ Whites ‘ Blacks ‘ Wi nites ‘ Bla cks

V~ _j~~~~_~i,t ‘J j~
\ — _‘ ‘ id)

~ I 51,) 46 41 Very (II t en t )t ten
3 I 29 30 32 Som nn et i nn t ’s
I II 24 27 Seldotin Nevt,’t

Question: lit un n lt t ’Pt c/u ) nh ,  Ic / nt ’r ,sn mite! u i  i i  ‘ur ~‘n ‘i?mpasi u or nt.  nr A
ott / i  st/c -A toget/u ’r uc ’/Iil( ’ oil th e  / oh -t

USAREUR CONUS
‘
~ W in ite s ‘ Blacks ‘7 Win ites ‘ Blacks

~~~_ ) u?2 ,Si  5 l S ? )  \~~ 2, ‘~‘‘l r~~ — Q 2St
45 58 35 47 \‘eny Oftt ’ n ; O f t e m n
32 28 30 _‘ ‘ So i n n e f inn n es
13 14 35 25 Seld oinn ‘Nev er

Table 13 shows of ’f-d u ty voluntary separations. Again , respondents indicate

high levels of voluntary separati on , witin blacks in U SAREUR repor ting signif ’ican t ly less
frequent segregation among i-non -n-white personnel and significantly more segregatiotn on-n
tine part of white persotmel tinan do blacks inn (‘ONUS.

I~
)4

I
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-
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Table 13

Perception s of Off-Duty Voluir t a ry Separations

Question: lIo~s’ o f ten  do non-whites or minority person nel in
tou ~ ( ‘O?P lpWIt’ spend time wit/I lust non—whites
.Iur ing off -dutr ’ hours . ’

USAREUR CONUS
‘ White s ‘ Blacks ¶1 Wlnites ¶-7- Blacks
5 — QV ’ i j ,S — 355> j.\ — 2, ~1O) j~ ’ — 9)8)

53 36 54 50 Very OI’ten/ Of ’ten
28 33 27 28 Sometimes
19 31 19 22 Seldom/Never

Question: lin u~t’ oJ U’?n do whites in your t’oPnp an t ’ or work unit H
spend f /P i t t ’  un it/ s just nt/ s ites during oft dut t ’ hours: ’

USAREUR CONUS
‘ Whites ~ Blacks ~~ Whites ‘, Blacks
(N— 1,0)4) (St — 3 5 4) (~S — 2 . ‘32) (X V .52)

(ii 7 1 62 60 Very Ot’ten /Ot’ten
3 1 . 1  28 25 Sometimes

S S 10 I 5 Seldom/Never

Race-Related Verbal Behavior

The use of derogatory term s in referring to persons of other races is another in-n-
port ant indicator of the racial climate , Table 14 shows the reported frequency of name-

calling by w ln ut cs and non-whites ,  There appears to be general agreement among all
respondents that  racial slurs are used witi s some frequency . Approximately one-fourt h
of both -n blacks anti w h i t e s , in both -n USAREUR and CONUS. indicate that the term s are
used of ten or ser o f t e n .  wit ln ant add iti onal 25 to 30 percent reply ing that the terms
are used “sometimes ’’

20

-
~~~~~~~~~~ - - — - --



l’able 14

Usc ut Racial Slurs

Quest ioun : lhn~n ’ c ltei: d o  un -/ t i l e  J ’c ’rn nnnc ’l l it  n t  ‘ur t (  ) ?Pt ~~c1Pt u - n i t

tn t  nrA un it  P - e Ve , to lu/ a t -As  ai - ‘?iu~~~c ’r, ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
t t ~~ t nit , ‘‘

USAREUR (‘ONUS
Whites ‘

‘ Blacks Whites ‘ Blacks
• S t .  J . ,)’,i \ i5/ , \ ‘‘: ‘ ~~~— U S V i

22 2u 25 ~
‘erv Oh te nt O t t c t i

23 25 24 Soinnetit nncs
51 51 50 5 1 Se hilc s u u n Nc~ t’ m

Quest m o m - lion- qie,, c/o n, u t—nt ’/,i((’,c ur iin :n irs I n -  ( ‘er c )PtPtc ’/ in
t n  gsr ~ ni i q ’ aii n - c ur tnt  nrA unit P- c ’h’r In n  nt /ti le.c as ‘‘1,, nn A n ,
‘~‘r:ngcn, ‘‘ cit - ‘

USAREUR (‘ONUS
‘
~~ Whites Blacks ‘7 - Whites ‘1 Blacks
St — V V I ?  5 — 550 ’ 5 — ~‘ ‘,i,c ,~\ — Q ,’.’ i

25 IS 3 I 24 \ crs Oft~’n Ot ’tt ’n
29 3 I 28 33 Scn tn u e t iu rne s  n -

44 4 1 41 43 St ’id om nr Nt ’s em

Anot iner question on racist joke telling agaitn f ’ouind ourly sligl rt dif i ’er etnces b etw eeun

whitcs amid blacks and between U S A R E U R  aunt ! ( ‘ONUS, Table IS shrows tI -nat ab out I S pci-

cent of tin e respondents felt suchn belnaviors occurred of ’ten or ser ~’ o fteun ,

‘table 15

Racis t Joke Telling

Ques t ion : how oJ ’tc’,: d o  people Of n n t u r  onn ’,z ra i n ’ itt n ,  nur

eo?n,) ant ’ c ur work unit tell ra cist /n A c ’s abc )tj  i t  ‘titer

USAREUR CON US
‘7- Whites ~ Blacks ‘7- Whites Blacks

— QU5I (St — ,544) ‘ 5 —  2, ‘Si)’ N —  V ie. ;

IS 15 — 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
[5 \‘erv Often ,, Otten

42 37 4 1 35 Sonnetiinr es
40 48 39 50 St ’ldot r r Ne ’,t ’n
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Racial (‘u~t1it’t

-~~U e \ a u n n n n n a t i o m  cst b cina s- ior s re la t i tng to conf l ic t s  h etweerr  per sot -n s of c I i t t ~’rt ’ti
r .Ic es c n l L o n n i p . n s \ e s  s i t u a t i o u n s  oh l n a r a s s n n n e u r t  ar i d ac tual  p lr~ s k , I l  co nn t n o n t j t j o n r ,  l iack soh di en -s
report s~ ut h i  t n i o der a te  t re c l t t e mrL ’v t h a t  win i t t ’ p ersom nn el  harass n on —wh it e s  and keep t h em awa~
tr o i i n  t a c m h u  t ic s  supposedl y op cn n to al l  so~Jte n- s Fable I ~~). W lni te s  p er c emvt ’ a n n oder ate degree
of hna r assnrt ’nt of whi t e  per souni el by tw in-whi te s ,  Whi te s  perceive s ign i f i c an t l y  more occ ur—
rences of such behaviors in ( ‘ SA R E U R  t ha n i in - n ( ‘ONUS , but  blacks perceis-e signi i f ic antly
h ewer suchn occurrences. I t  n ina  be t rue  t h at there is tnno re lnarassm ent it t~SA R E U R  because
soldut ’ rs , and part uc u la r l  bl ack soldiers , per ceive d i s c r i n r i na t  ion im I he c iv i l  ian - n connn m un iitv
and ther efore i 1i~’~ spend t in or e  t u n i c  at u nn i l i  t a r~ fa c i l i t ies .  Conf l ic t s  I hne tn  arise ov en t l t ’ use
o f these i . n c i l t t t e s .

Ta ble lb

Intcn’acia$ Hara s,smemrt - 

-

Questnon - I I ,  ‘Sn t le t) n / t >  tn -it lie ~‘er. ccn ~zp ieI in r ’our e -o ’npan u nr we> rA unit ge t
togc ’t/ rt ’r in certain sit o at /n nts to h arass or keep no n—nn ’/ i if t ’.s o Ut
f’as’jli(tt ’.s n/m /t /n art ’ supposed to be ope ’P t t o) all

USAREUR CONUS 
- -‘7 Whites ‘7 - Blacks ‘ ; - Whites ‘7 Blacks

JQ 4~ 5 — $501 -“ ,,‘. $~‘i

4 18 5 I 2 \‘ers- Often Often
1 ~i 10 20 Some t innes

8” 
~~~~

‘ 85 I-u S Seldom Ne vn ,’n

Question: lion ’ oJ ~,t ’in do r t ori—w/ ti t ( ’  or nninor j tv  personnel in t our eotnpan i-
or nn ’ork s h u t  get tog et/ it ’r in cer tain sit t ia (i, ms to harass or keep
win itt ’s out ‘~ f oc i !  j t l t ’~ tn / ti e/i are suppose d to be n > / ’e ’n it) all:’

USAREUR CONU S
~ Whites C , Blacks ‘7 Whites ‘7- Black s

— I i ) 2 t i ~ 5 n . ’~~0I  V —

23 7 19 9 Very Often Ot ’ten r
22 14 2 5 Ii Sometimes
55 7Q 5~ 7(i Seldo m Nev er
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Act ual p i t y %1¼0l conf r onn ia t tom n s Sncne percei ved to oc~ur very i t r t re t l ue n t l ~- . I s’ss
(m ann 20 percent of ei ttr e r race repo rt t inat  such cot nt lnc t s  occur sour - net utu es , ot ’t e u n , or se ny
of ten tl’ahle I “ )

Table 17

Perceptiomns of interracia l (‘oirhlk*

Que stu on : lie on - e n ~t in ’?: c m i  nt ’/nte . c .i,id ne> fl -rt ’ /nfo ’,s in n - g) si? - ,‘o,~1pan n
nr m s  irA UPS l i f t  n rn t  gr o nips and e/ na llt ’nge ( ‘ac /I c i  titer to

,tI~u,’hts ‘

USAREUR (‘ONUS
; White s ~7- Blacks ‘ - Whites ‘7 Bla cks

, S t - V V _’) ~\ — 34V ~\ — . 5  4 5)  \ i J ’ ’)

3 4 4 6 Vet-v Ot’tetn/ Ot ’t en
S I I  11 13 Sometimes

90 84 85 SI Seldom-N ever

Positi ve interracial lir t erac t ions

M ann y types oh ’ innt er a ctions are i-not negative . of course , Two questions wh i cln dealt
wsth positive interracia l nntcs ra~’fionns arc pres&’i tcd below. As slnown n in ‘r~bk~ I S . both whites
and blacks report that  Inel pin g heir aviors between persom is of d i t ’I’erent races occur wi t h  a slig h tl y
higher t’requencv un USAREU R tln an in CONUS. Tlnere are still sign it ’icau -nt differences between
tine perceptions ot ’ whites airti blacks, inow ever . with - n whn it e s per ceiving a more favorable view

than blacks ,

Table IS

Hel ping Belnavio r

Question: 1/out ’ of ten (/ ( t nv/sites df l t l  ~tO n—nv/sj tes in n- our ( ‘ciP npan; ’
or worA tutu go out • 1 t/ t t ’j r n a n -  to I t t ’l~’ t’(it ’/t C I

USAREUR CONUS
f; Whites ‘7 Blacks ‘7- Whites ‘ Blacks
( ‘ 5  QV _’; ( St - “45? 

~~ 
— 2. ‘40 , Sn Ql~~~ ,,_ ,

27 18 23 1 tn \‘env Ot ’te u r O t t t ’nn
42 33 40 35 Sonneti nnes
32 49 , 3” 49 Seldom Ne vc n 
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Whr ein asked about tine frequen cv wit in wh ic lr people ot d i f t ’ere n -nt races go to
sers ice cl ubs to gethrer , botir w h n t t e s  ants! blacks rep ort fairly l n ighn frequencies of suchn he-
Ir an ior , and respom u heurts  tin U S A R E U R  repo rt s l igh t l y  hn i gl ner t’re qu etrcie s t l r a n resp ondents
in ( ‘ON I 5 Tine resu lt s are shown in - n l’ahl e 19 .

Table 19

Racial interaction

Questi ou n: I/ tin ’ o f t en  do mn’/titt’s ~itid PZO P !—ni’ / t i t e ’s in t our  ( ‘ontpan t-
or n’ork mus t  go to .-l r ,pi t ’  clubs tog(’t/te ’r (Enlisted ( ‘lu b.
.\ (  ‘0 (‘lub , O f/ h ers ( ‘l u/ i ) ’

USAREUR CONUS
‘ Whites V Blacks ‘7 Whites ‘7 Blacks
s ~~i ,:-, (.\ .55i) ,S t — : ’2’~, ) \ V j ’ ,

35 25 28 24 Very Ot ’ten /Ol ’ten
41 41 42 35 Sometimes
24 35 30 4 1 Seldom/Never

Quality of Race Relations in USAREUR

Two questioni s were asked about t h e  general qual i t y  of race relations in tin e Arm .
Tinere are some dift ’erences h etweeu -n tine responses oh blacks and whites and between US AREUR
an nd ( ‘ONUS on tirese questions ,

Table 20

Perceived Quality of Race Re lations

Questton: h’hie/n of i/ t i ’ f ’o( le>w j tn ~ stait’Pnt’nfs is c -lost ’s! it) n ’our
opistion ’

USAREUR CONUS
“ Whites % Blacks ‘7- Whites ‘7~ Blacks

— l OOit i  ( ‘5 — .55 ’ i ( 5 — .~. ‘_c t ) ,  
~~~~~~~ 

U.S_h)

I I  16 23 24 In - n general , race re la ti ouns in tire Arm y
are good.

55 4~ 49 45 lu general , race relations in t hr ~ Army
are fair ,

24 38 28 3 1 lu - n general , race relations in - n the Arn in~-
are poor.

24
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Table 20 shows that a majority of personnel in th e Army would characterize the
state ot’ race relations as only “fair,” There are significant differences between whites and
black s, with blacks believing things are less favorable than whites , There are also sign ificant
diffe rences between USAREUR and CONUS, with both whites and blacks in USAREUR

seeing the situation as less positive than in CONUS.

When asked ab out the direction of any change , approximately one-third of all
respondents reply that race relations have been getting better over the past year; but one-
hal f the respondents perceive no change (Table 21).  There are similar pattern s of response
in CONUS ,

Table 21 : -

Perceived Changes in Quality of Ra ce Relations

Statement: Over the p ast year , race r elations in the Army:

USAREUR CONUS
¶/c Whites 9~ Blacks % Whites ~% Blacks
(N 1, 019) (N~~342) (N= 2,720) 

~~~~~~~34 39 30 39 have been getting better.
50 47 56 49 have not changed.
16 14 14 12 have been getting worse.

- 
Since the questions in Tables 20 and 21 were also asked in Army-wide surveys in

1972 and 1 974 , it is possible to compare the se responses to examine changes across time ,
These comparisons are shown in Tables 22 and 23.
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‘r~,ln Ie 22
(‘hanges j un Perceptions ot Aru i nv Race’ Relat iou n s

h tal Army (‘ONUS USA R FL JR
l 9 ’ 2  I9”4 l9 ’6 1976

W lnit t ’ Respoin~ ’s
Race re lat i omns are good - 20- - 23 - 2 3 - 2 1
Race relat tot is  are ha i r .  55 - 55 - 4 c) - 5 5 -

R ace rel~it noi n s are poor. 25 - 2 2 - 25 24 -

Black Respoinses
R .uc e re la t io n s  are ~oo’,I - 10’ 24 I c~-
Race re l a t ion s  a n’s’ l , i i n  50- 52 45
Race rt’h at  ion s are poor , ~c) - 2 :- 3 1 7  35

Table 23

(‘hainge s il -n Perceptions of the Treind in Race Relations

Total Army CONUS US AR FUR
1972 1974 1976 1976

White Respounses
Race ri’I ,i t t on n s art ’ get t iu ng better,  3” )- - 4! ‘1 30 34:
Ract’ relat i ons Ir an -c not changed - .~~~~ : 41 ~~~

- 5 c -  -: 50- : -:

Race re la tio nn s are g~’t t u n g  W O t -~ t’ 24 lS~ - 14 it- u :

Bla cks Respo nses
Race rela t io tn s are get t ing bet t er ,  42 - 4 8 :  3~ - :  39 :
Race relations have trot changed. 3Q’ 3’)’T 49’ 4~~
Race r elatton ’. j r t ’ get t in g worse. I S -  — I I  (7. 1 2 :  I

‘— C’

-
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%~ hi le it is t r o t  pos sib l e to con t n pa re  the 19 ~~ t S-\ R I  t - R nt ’spon n ses wi th  e arh i t ’n
tt. ,~a h i t t i t t e d  to I S \  R I  I - R om r l ~ , i t  ca in be st’et n t h ai t i ne  response s t rom ni  I_ S . -~ R i  t - R art ’

s i tn n i l a r  to or s l ight  I~ more i i t ’gat Si ’ t i na n  the  rt ’s;’c ’lisi ’s in C t  ~N ( 5  R oth  s i t s  ot response s
tr o mnn I ’~ ~‘ -u s l i c ’nn an -n t i n e r a h l  de~- l i i n~’ t r t n u r  t i n t ’ mi nor s ’ I ’ c ’ s i t i ~ c n t ’sI’ c d l i s t ’s obtained i n n  I o ) ” 4

Sum in tlnar% aunt ! (‘onc lu siouns ab out  tine Racial (‘lu nate  : 
-

I t ie  bas ic conclusion to be dr , iwin ,n b ot t t t Ir e raci a l  c l imate  inn I ’ S-\ RI -  I. - R is t i n a t

it  is er~ si m int l a r  to t i e  racial  c l imate  inn C t  )N I. S l I n e n ’ are s n g u t f i s ’ an n t  d i t t e r t ’nnc es in p er -

cept iou s b e tweemn bl a cks  an n c l  si h i - n i ’s on almost en er~ i n d i c a t o r .  B lac k s c o n r t i n u e  to si’s’

en i d~’n~~’ c i t  t hns c rnn n in . i t  i ’ n  trot  pt’rt - t’n ned  b~ nn l u tes . wh u he whites report sot-nrc occurrs’n1c ~’s

oh’ ‘‘re ’er ’.e ih t sc r t m - n - n i t r a t t on r .”

Ju st  as inn C ON I S , both  races ps’nec ~n s e differences m r  t r ea tmen t  oh some kind.

It  c~r n n n o t  he inferred fron r r ii i  is - l i onn ev e  r , t i nat tine sj t n n i l a r j t i e s  inn racial  c l imate  bet nn ecu

I, SA R I-  t R  and ( O N I S  are based on en n t i re ly  s i n rni la r  causes Tine c on f ln n ing  a spects  of

l i n i n g  in a toreign countr \  - where a n r aj o r i t \  o f ot ’f —dut y  contacts  are l i m i n i t t ’d to ot in s’r

scm ic~’ n n s ’n i ihs ’rs (because of ti n e language bar r ie r ) , cou ld cer Iainn l~ con t r ibu te  to increased

racial t e n r s i o n r s  More a c t i n - i t ~ is focused ar o un nd t h i s ’ militar y inrst ahla tio n and it is d i f f i c u l t

to n ’ sold ers to get ann .t~ fronrr an n ~ p r ob he t n r s  nih is’ln do ar u s e

It  is  not p ossib l e to s ta te  t h a t  the racial c h i n t n a t e  it ( ‘ S ’s R I -  I ’ R ‘. e i t h e r  ‘ ‘b et t er ’’

or ‘‘worse ’ thran  in ( ‘ON I S  Frotr i t ine n u n d i c a to r s  d iscus sed in th i s  chap te r  t h e  s i t u a t i o n

in ( S ARI-  I R  appears to he mn ore p 0 5 - n t I s  i’ i i i  si-u t ni’ are a s and nn ore ni’g.i t in e in o thers .

flnere I s  sh ig irtl y m ore po larntv between the op in io ns  of whi tes  at -n t ! b lacks  in - S-\ R I I  - R

than  in ( ‘ONU S , wi t i n  w l n n t e s  in U SA R F U R  gennera l ly being n-not -c positive ant i hl . ick s more

ns- o at iv e  t han respondents in (‘ONUS . Tlrere are significant differences b etween win Ces

and blacks on al m ost ever,- i tem inn botir (‘ON I S  anti U SA RFI , IR , i n d ica t imng  tint ’ co n t in n u i tn g

dif t ’ere nces in - n perce pt iotrs ,

There is a Iti gh r frequenc y of vo lun ta r y  raci al s~p ara t i onn i n ( I SAR EI R . b u t less

than in ( ‘ONUS F in s is probably anot ire r  mani t ’estatiot i  oh’ tIne eft ’ects of bei ng s ta t i o m wd

‘I,-
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abroad - there is great er oh n - t lu t ~ in t c ra c t i onn  betw eenr soldiers , n at t i er  than in t t e r a i ’ t i orns  in n t l i

tine cm t I tan communit~

Os t r a I l  there is less backlash s’\ l - u r s’~scih .mnd more perceived d iscr i n r unat ion  in

I S “ ski - I R t h a n  in ( O N I  - S Man y  whi te  pers otunel . .Is well a s blacks . are aware oh thi s-

c n n i n i n a t i o n n  ,i~ j i n n s t  h l . n ck s  wh ich o c ium rs in the  ( ;t ’nnan t’on r t r n u n n t \  Tin t s h ei ghten - ned ann .i c-

ness of nun orn t y  pwhlenn s  can counteract  whi te  percept ions t h a t  ‘ ‘ re s erse ih i scmn nm r in rat ion ’’

is os’cu rr nn r g.  and st ’ n s t t i / i ’ t h i en r  to ~nn~ act s c - u t  d i s cr t i r n iu - n at i on against non-whi t e s .  “s possib le

explanat t on oh tine ti m -ndnn g that  pe rso mnne l im i ( SARI -  1k  hold a less f-anorai-ule impression oh

the gene ral sC ,( Ci ’ of n,ice r e la t t on r s  n u n  t he  Arm y t i - n an  p er sonn uw l in ( O N I  S ma he t h a t  th is

ann .Ir eness has sens it ized them to problems. Becau se personnel in - n I S - ’ s R F U R  ma~ h~’ mo nt ’

senlsi t in e to ,in~ pr oblems which occur the y n r a ~ i nterp re t such occurren r cs’s as indicat ing

racial tension, whereas personnel at other locations migh t n - not en -en be aware oh suc ir proble nn s ,

It is clear that  some racial tensions still i’’si st in U S A R I - U R .  Fs en  though man~
oh the dn f l e m e n c e s  are smal l ti -n c aggregate p ic ture  shoss 5 tha t  there are many problems st i l l .

The extent t o  wh ich  the racial climate cam -n he and h a s  been a ffected by race relat i on s tr a in-

i ng Is ,i mat te r  t on discussion.  It such a training progran-n is to i -na n -c win -  impact it must

funct ion  well The r iex t chapter  hs ’cu se s on this prog r au ln in U S A R F U R .

- ---~~~~-r~~~~~~~~~~ 
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CHAPTER Il l

CURRENT A11’ITUDES TOWAR D THE RR / EO PROGRAM

Tire attitudes and percept ions oh ps ’r son -nnel toward t ire RR/ F ()  progra m cam -n inav e

a great inr p act  on its cha trce s for success. For tire program to work , it is necessary t i nat

service n renr b ers t’eel ti -ne Art -n - n y places sot -n-n e in -n rportanc e ot-n tine t ra in ni m - ng a n d  follows through

stated Army policies ,

Sen-ct-al slue sti our s addressin g tinese issues were asked in - n I JSAR EUR and ti -ne results

are presented below u n  three sec tiotr s.  Ti-nc l’irst sectiou deals with - n  ti - ne generalized a t t i tudes

about the overall RR / F O prograt ir : ti -ne second section -n l’ocuses tuore specifically on un i t

t r a in - n iu r g :  antI ti -ne f inal  sectiou covers tire a t t i t udes  oh ’ coui nn ianders , RR / EO personnel , and

selected uni t  persou m ei toward tire t raining progr anr.

Attitudes about tire RR /EO Program

Whites and blacks im USAR FUR dif t ’er in ti eir a t t i tudes  am -nd perc eptiot i s about

tire RR/ E O program . j ust as they dil ’t ’cr in t irc ir perceptions of ti -ne racial climate , An im-

portant  indicator of these diffe rences is slrow n -n in - n Table 24. Over half ti -ne blacks feel tha t

win ites don ’t really want  racial nn ino n ites to be treated equ ally,  a perception winich differs

markedly t’ron -nr t i - nat  of whites. That blacks doubt tire motivations of whites to such a large

ex tent h as rea l i mp l i catio n s f’or tine Ann -n y ’s prog ratrr ,  for ti n s distrust can extend to a dis-

trust of tIre equal oppor tuni ty  system, They apparently feel ti -nat t l e  Arm y is not really

comn-nitted to ti -ne RR/EO program .

Table 24

Perceived I)esire for Racial Equality by Whites

Sta tement :  Most nit itCs in f/ti’ .‘l r int’ don ‘( n n a im I raeia l ,nhp torit u ’s to
be treated equall; ’.

USAREUR CONUS
~ Whites ‘3- Blacks ‘3- WI-nites ‘3- Blacks
(N ,,t$) j ~ 24i) (N - 2,3a4) (N -

II 56 1 2 49 Strongly Agree/Agree
18 29 23 33 N e ither Agree Nor Disagree
72 I S  65 18 l)isagree/Strongly l)isagree
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r~hl~ 2

P er ceph ion of En forcement of R K i - ()  Policies

S ta t emen t  : ~1o-ut ‘s ( ‘C ) ’ n usu a l / i -  n e  to it that RR / - I pc- u / i  i c-u
P n ’ u,’u /a t ic  Wi  arc ’ ‘ iz (c  r~ ~l

USAREUR (‘ONUS
‘3 Wh ites ‘ Blacks ‘ %%hu i tes  ‘ Blacks
5 J - ~~~4 5 * 4  ~J “ I  \ * ,14 Q) _~~_ ‘,i S ,

4 1 34 44 2~ Strongl y Agre e Agt-ee
3i  29 I S  24 N ej t l r e r  Agree Nor l)is;igrei ’

3 . S 4 - l ) is agnt ’e Sh ;-o n g lv l) isagrcc

Sta tement :  lic 1st f j j c ,-r us u a l/n - i,, - to it f / t a t  R N i- ) p ;/i i t t  clOd
reg ulat,~ m p j c  ,,rc - u n  f , i p , t - ,J

USAR FUR (‘ONUS
Whit es ‘ Blacks ‘3 Wl ni ies ‘3 Blacks

~~~~~~~~~~~ ñ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ I

S I 34 41) 34 S t i c - u t r g I ~ Agre e ‘\gi s’ s’
30 33 34 35 Ni’m lhe t  Agree Nor l)isagrei’
Ii) 33 I 7 31 l ) ns:ngn .’e SI n c i n glv i) is~ngmee

The quest ion of cotmuand support is a lway s important , but it beconnes e~ cn more
innportant it ’ officers airs! NCO’s are trot seem -n as enforci n g RR i:() policies and regulatio ns.
Table 27 slnows that blacks and whit es also diffe r in t ineir perceptions of command support ,
While over half the whit e respondents in USARFUR per ci’usc a great deal of co t -nr nn at d
su ppo r t , less than one- t hird of’ the blacks hold ti n s view . Respondents in U SARLII R were

somewhiat more likely to perceive comm aun d support t ira n were r espondents in CONUS .
(‘leanly, command support is anot iner are a in whric ln blacks doubt the cotun n i t m ent  of ti - ne

Army to ti -ne RR/E O progr am -nn. Considering t i -ne great emphasis and strou n g support tha t  ha s

been placed on th is  program I-u t ine In ighest coinm~ntntle r s in USAR EU R . it would appear f Ina l

tIre ennn p h asis is i-not filtering down e ffectivel y to community  coimnander s . the community

commanders are not pla cing ti -ne same enip irasis on t in e program as higher con -n n ian de rs . or

the empinasi s is not being transmitted 1w the oh ’ficers to th eir troops. Sonic or all of t ine se

possib ilities niin v he occurring to result in ti -ne ctm rr et n t perceptions. Perccived cot -n -nil -nat -nil

support cannot he directly equated with - n t ire actual conduct of t r a in ing ,  covere d j u n t i -n e

j - 

next chap t er.
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Table 27

Perceptions of Command Support

Question: I/ o w much cop n,nand suppor t does the Race Relatio,,s/
: Equa l Opportunitc’ (RR/L’O) p rogram reeeim’e at th is

i’omnzun itv (posz)’

USAREUR CONUS
‘3- Wh ites ‘3 Blacks ‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks —

-~~~--~73L_ ~~~ ~“ ~i -(~~~ 2’~
’94L l- ’~

55 31 44 27 A great deal.
39 52 48 57 Sonne.
6 18 8 16 No command support.

An extension of the question of commitm ent is pr esented in Table 28 . This is
one item on whic h blacks and whites agree , Slightly less than one-half ’ of both win ites am -n d
blacks in USAREUR felt ti - n at the RR /EO programs in their comm unities were just f’or show .
These percen tages are somewhat higin er ti -nan t i-nose found in CONUS. Ti-n e responden ts , then ,

Table 28

Seriousness of the RR /EO Pro gra m

Statement: RR/EO programs in this commun ity (post )  are mostly
lust for S/tO W

USAREUR CONUS
‘3 Whites <

~ Blacks ‘3- Whites ‘3- Blacks
f~ — 6 76) ,j~~

. 256) j
~’ 

— 2,350) (N — 787,)
44 43 39 36 Strongly Agree/Agree
28 30 33 3’ Neither Agree Nor Disagree
28 27 28 3 I Disagree/Strongly Disagree

both blacks and white, appear to doubt the sincerity i~i ’1he RR /EO activiti es which do occur.
Once again , this points to the program ’s lack of cred ibili ty among respondent s and leads to
questions on the need for the program and possible benefits to be derived from it. Responses
to these quest ions are shown below ,

32
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‘A h e m  ,i~kt ’t! ., ‘cni t  t i n t ’ necessity of ’ ti -ne RR / E O programs , a significantly larger per-
s s ’ tm m. ugi ’ ot t~ b i t t ’s t h a t u  bia s’k s be lue n - e t l n a t  the progr anr s are umure ces sary (Table 29 ) . Tin s
nn a~ h5’ t ie st  to  m i m e  re m~ ~‘r t i c ’ m m s  i- u s wh n t t e s  that  fewer problems e x i s t ,  Wiri tes  it USAREUR
are n m m c - u t s - h i k e l ~ t h a n ~ lit t t ’s iu ( ~) N t I S  to feel t ha t  tIne programs are unnecessary .

Table 29

Perceptioirs of tine Necessity of the Army ’s RR /EO Progra u-mns

Statement :  h o s t  o~’ the .-I rmn ’ ‘s RR l : ( )  program s are un?tccessar i ’ ,

USAR E UR CONUS
‘3 Wlnjtes ‘ Blacks % Wln ites ‘3 Blacks

5 — ‘—‘I 5 .,‘_sc~) i~V 2 3 M) c ~5—
43 29 38 23 Stroungly Agree/Agree
28 29 32 2~

) Neither Agree Nor Disagree
2~

) 42 30 48 Disagree /Strongly Disagree

Win ites at-nil blacks in USAR E UR diffe r om -nl y sl igirtl y il - n t l eir perceptions of ’ p0 1cm-n-

tial benefits fromu ti-ne RR/EO programus (Table 30). However , both winites and blacks in

USAREUR see shigl t ly signit ’icam nt ly fewer benefits than dø whites and blacks in CONUS.

Table 30

Perceptiouns of Potential Benefits of tine RR /EO Program

Statement: In the long run , e ’er body in the Army will henej ’it
fro m race relations and equal opportunity programs ,

USAREUR CONUS
‘3- Whites ‘3 Blacks ‘3- Whites ‘3- Blacks
(N 686) ~~ — 246) (N — 2,349~ j .v — 774 )

32 39 40 58 Strongl y Agree/Agree
35 30 33 28 Ne ither Agree Nor Disagree
33 31 27 13 Disagree/Strongly Disagree

‘C
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There nevertheless are at least one-third of all re spondents to this question and the preceding
question in Table 29 wi-no feel that the RR/EO program is necessary and serves a purpose.

Attitudes and Percep tions about Race Relati ons Training

TI-ne Race Relations Educati on Program operates within the broader context of the
Race Relations and Equal Opportunity Program. The discussion above has noted the diversity
of views about the value of the RR/ EO program in general , including the negative opinions
expressed. This section will deal with attitudes and perceptions relating more specifi cally
to the race relations traini,zg program in the units.

Questions were asked in a number of areas relating to the nature and value of race
relations training. Table 31 shows the responses to a question on how important such train-
ing is compare d to all the diff erent kinds of training the Arniy conducts. As one might
expect, two-thirds of the blacks saw the training as extremely important or important.  WI-n ile
a smaller percentage of whites expressed this v iew , still nearly half felt that the training was
important. So despite the fact that in many ways t lu e respon dents do not like the program ,
a majori ty of soldiers still feel that the training is of value.

Table 31

Perceptions of Importance of RR/EO Training

Question: Compared to all the different kinds of training the
A rmy conducts, how importan t do you think race —

relations training is?

USAREUR CONUS
% Whites % Blacks % Whites % Blacks
(N— 2,04 7) (N~~ 7!)) ( N —  2, 765) (N= 943)

47 68 51 79 Extremely Important/Important
53 32 49 2 1 Not Very Important/Not Important At All

When compared with CONUS, significantly fewer blacks and whites in USAREUR

saw the training as important. This may be due to the perception that USAREUR duty

stations are more “front-line” and therefore other readiness training takes on a greater

34 
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uu nn po rtau - nce i m t ire mr niu kl s ot the soldier s M at -ny so i d m eu s u i - n  not iesu race re lat i om - ns t r ~u m n i m n g  as

a Pa rt ot ose n .ulI  te a - u, Imimes s  t r a t u - n i ng .

An o t i -ner  que st io in t . ’ l a t i t g to t i t t ’ value of race t e l a t uo ns  t r au n in g  u s shnowun un

r l’able 3 2 . Re sp oun de in ts tend to feel th at tine tr au tnt tn g is at lea st s oi n - n ew lnat  et ’t ’eclive ti n ne-

ul uc u ng racial tet n s io in s , wi t h - n u nnore t i tan  45 per cent t ali i tn g in to tints  category . 1 Io weve i  , t i nere

is a large nunt bet w i o  feel the (ra t mn i m tg  was mno t  efi~,’et se WIi u t ’ m nnat n ~ blacks t~’el t i me I t a  t i n  t ug

m s not et ’t ’ective . blacks stil l  are twice as L ike l y  as whites to s ta te  ti - nat  t ine t ra in in g is s-er\- ci fee-

— 
- 

t i v e .  W h m t e s  iu USAR EUR aunt (‘ONUS do riot tu f t e r  subs tan t ia l l y  on ti n s iteur - n , but  h lj ~ks

iu L ISAR1 - t i k  are m uch less L m kel ~ to feel  t ine  t r a i n i n g  is e ffect ive t in an  are blacks tin (‘ONUS,

[h its nm a\ be related to tine s-iew of inran v blacks it U SA RFt I R t h a t  t In e R R 1-0 program us

•ius t for show ,

Table 32

L’ t Tet’ t i~-ciness of ’ Training ii Reducing Racial Tensions

(,n ne st  ton - hi general . tm - / m a t i % > m ~ P c I/’ i l i  U t?l a6 it ~ ( t hm ( ’ m ’~thi~t I t  l ac e

re /a im ,z. t lr a ln , ,mc ,: ‘ r ecIu c ’i mt ,t,’ mac ia! te,m .th-un .c in 1/ me - l r p n t ’

USAR E UR CONUS
Whites ‘3 Blacks ‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks

.5 — :, o~o ~\ — ‘I~~ I — :, ‘ôô .v — Q40 )  p

4 10 5 I 7 \‘er\ ef ’t’ec t iv e  in redu cing racial tens ions.
42 45 41 45 Somewhat et ’t’ecti ve in reducing racial tensions.
41 33 42 25 Not et ’t’ective at all in rethncing racial teinsi ons.
14 12 1 2 13 Nt) opnflio fl.

Since tine purpose ot tire seminars is to increase awareness a n d  pr onrn ot e interest it

race r el ati ot -ns , a number of questions were asked to determin e how svell they were meeting

these obj ectives.  Table .33 shows the rt’spoinses to tine question of ’ whether  tine senn ina i~
increased one ’s interest j un improving race relations. Blacks gave more positive answers t i na un

whites in both USAREUR and (‘ONUS. lt would appear that tin e seminars are succeeding

much better with blacks ti -nat -n with - n whites on-n this din -n eu sion but blacks already h -nave a

4 5
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greater  c x p r esscul i n t e n L ’si t in  t i n t ’ subject area t h a n  do w l n i t e s  A L omni p ar i s on  of ti -ne t T SA R I t T R

m e s p o m m s c s  su t I n  t lm ose t oLu tn t t  in ( ‘ON t S shnow t h a t  b ot ln  w i m m i e s  a t d  blacks in (‘ONL I S gate t inore

pos u t i sc —espouses t i i a t n  u i t t i  b lacks a t -ntl  s~ I m i t e s  in U S A R E L I R .

Table .~3

Per cep t iui r of RR , L O Seinninars ’ Et ’fect on lncreasii-ng
Interest iti lmpr o~-ing Race Relatio tns ‘

Quest t on : Did the seminar (s) ini attended increase i-our interest
in improt-ing rat e relati ons

US A REUR CONUS - 

1
‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks ‘3 W ) nj t es C Blacks

S — J . _‘r .~ — -L’ ‘ S 2 I 4 ’ ~ ~\ — ‘(IV)

3o) 53 42 ~4 Yes. A Lot Yes , Son in e w l r at
(12 4 5 7 3(i No , Not ,-~~t A l l  It l)ecrcased Mv lnrt ere st

Lub les 34 and 35 slnow t ine  responses to two related qu es t io n -n s  abo tu t t l e  help fulness

of t ine seu nun ars ,  Ti -ne pa t te rns  are qtu it e sim ilar ,  About two—thirds at ’ the blac ks sty they are

help f ul com pared wi th about omr c - l ra l f of ’ the whites. Ti-ne white  responses im USAR E UR

and CONUS do not diffe r , but oun ce agai n the blacks in USAREUR are less positive ti -na -n -n

the blacks in CONUS. Ti ese t lu estion -is i l lustrate wi -nat seems to he an overall pat tern on

qu estions relatim - u g to the value ot ’ RR , 1() tr a in im - ng .  wi th - n  whi tes  about evenly split  wi -nile a

majority of ’ blacks r espound favorabl y -

Table 34

Perceptions of the Effect of Unit RR /EO Sen-ninars in
Improving Race Relatio n s

Question: IIam’e seminars helped no n  kno w hots ’ n ’oii can nm ’ork to
imnpro ve race relat iomis in t our unit

USAREUR CONUS
‘3 Winites ‘3 Blacks ‘3 Whites C Blacks

— I, 2c’c2 ) (.5 — 42 ’ ’ (.5 — 2 c)44 ( ‘5  — ‘( ‘ S I  -
53 ( l  53 70 A Great l) eal So n new t r a t
4” 3&) 47 30 Not At All

I
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Table 35

Per ceptions of RR /EO Senninar s ’ Effectiveness in
Improving Unit li-n terracia l Com muu nication s

Qu u e st io m r:  In n- our opinion , did unit R R/ E ( )  seminars li e/p to
Un pro u ’e -om,nunieat ions / ‘C (nt ’t’t ’!l .so, lc/ ier.v (If di lfe rc  -Hi
ra ces in n-our un i t . ’

USAREUR CO NUS
‘3 Whites ‘

~~ Blacks ‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks
- / .2~~?i ~-v J 2S) ( v =  2. to~ j , v - - 70W

53 64 52 66 A Lot/Somewhat
47 36 4~ 34 Not At All

A final qutestion on t ire value of race relations seminars is shown in Table 36 , Less

t i - nat - n i -nail ’ of all responden ts are willing to assert tha t  race re lat ons setr inars e i ther  are or are

not a waste of t ime:  u n -nany respondents are s imply rescMng judgmen t .  Wi - nile blacks are more

t’avora hle than whites toward tin e semimnars . it  is int eresting to !lOte that as many blacks in

USAREUR are unfa vorable as arc t’avo rah le. Also n -notab l e is the comparison of ’ USAREUR

with CONUS. Again ti -ne black responses are less favorable in USAREUR than m r  (‘ONUS ,

but the white responses in USAREUR are more favorable than those found in (‘ONUS.

This is another example of a pattern frequently found in the questions on racial climate.

Table 36

Perceptions of the Usefulness of Race Relatio ns Seminars

Statement: Race relations se,ninars are a nm’astt ’ of (/mm ’,

USAREUR CONUS
‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks ‘3 Whites ‘3 Blacks

~S1) (N 242) (N 2.350) ( \ —

46 34 39 19 Strongly Agree!Agree

29 33 27 23 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
25 34 34 58 l)isagree. Strongly Disagree

L - 
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Attitude s of Cuimmnantlers . R R L’ () Personnel and
Select ed Enlisted Perso ir ne’l

ii i ’. clear trot - n - n t ine f i t nduu - ngs  dus i -uss et i ut - n t ine prt’viott s sect i o mn t l n , u t  l ine R ’ i~

~ut ’st.uunt ul i’lt ’une tn  t of tint ’ popula t ion  w i t i n  ni’ga t ts -e a t t i tude s  about the RR 1-() pm 0gm .m n n

in gener al , and tint ’ t r a l u r t u g  p rogra mm n um n p a r t u c u t l a r  Inn intem ’s- ie ws su it l i  c o mumnanu te t  ~~ . RR I
personnel , am -n il selected j u m n u o r  annul  sen no r en listed p er son n -ne l an at Ic m nn p t  St .is t irad e t o  Jet i.’ - n  -

mu-ic t i t ’ du i t ’e rnn g swwpomts  at t ini ’st ’ gro ups. Tirese in rt er s - iew s covered m any ~~t t i t ’ s.m m n m e

areas discussed abos- u’. suc h n ,us co tnu irand  support a m d  t int ’ pe rc eived mccii t om th t ’ race

r e la t t om ns u’d ucatu on pr og rannn. l’ln t’ R R 1-0 pt’r som ntne i  i t i t e r s me ss c l  in c lu n d ed  l)R RI gn . t d m m . m t e ~ ,

U R RS gra ui u at t ’s , .uu - nd notn~tranmted RR 1:0 staft ’ muu ’mt’e n-s , Separat e qu est  no n m mm . u m n  u’s ss em e
ad m t m n tster e d to t i uu ’se g r otups anil t~~ t in t ’ st’it ’ct t ’d cu) m p a m nv c on i n n n a n du ’rs and enlist e d
person in ch -

t ’here ss . s  cr\ l t t t l t ’ ct 1n1 ~ u’n sm m s ab out th t ’ prog r .umm n bet ‘seem c om n m ran i l er s  au - n i l
RR 1-0 pe rson nne l , l’.ihie -~ 

-, u l lus t r .u t t ’s t im t ’ d t f f ’t’nt ’t nu ’es inn per c ep t iom n of u’ilm ni.tnd su i p p o n

for tire prograumn , st-u ti m I) R RI  graduates .m t u~ne t’ st ret u e and c on n p. u im\  i’u l um n n n. tnul ers  .ut  t in t ’
ot i-ner , The c ompa m r v co mm n m n - nat - n de r s  a lnn o s i  um n aunim n nu -m u sl~- assert that the pron~c~ui5 I C C C \ C s  good

coi r -nnrr au nl support . hel tIng tire assertion expre ssed earlier 11-nat perhaps l.’SA Ri - [ R  coin-
mand emph asms was not reac l -n iu n g tin t’ lower levels at com nm r a mn d ,  Clearl y , t he ct l m - n - npa m m y coin-
n-n an ders are perceivin g tha t  tine progr am-ni is supp ort t ’ui by t in e ir  superi ors , F i e  d i t t t ’rt’uice s
in perception between ti -ne courmna mnd er s and t iw RR FO personnel are pr obab ly due to
differing det ’init ions of wha t is tneant by ‘‘command support . ’’ (‘ompanv c ou nn i am tlcrs

Table 37

Per ceived Connunnain d Support

Questuot : lI ’hat land 1 ’~f em on,nand support tic ‘i ’S i/it ’ i lPl i t  RR ! (

se ’PPnlP:a r J’r ‘gram rc ’c c ’z m~~
’ 

‘ ‘ ?Z thi s ~~( ‘si

~~~ Company ‘
~
- I )RR I ‘3- U RRS “ Nt’mn-Trainied

Commanders Graduates Graduate s RR EO St~itI
.5 ~~ 4 ,

St.) 50 Fx ct’llt ’n t  ( Ooul
2 3S I” 44 Fair
2 3~ 33 Poor \‘eti Poor



seem to feel ti -nat the program us supported because they are told that it is supported and
they are aware that reports are made out on the numbe r of troops receiving training. RR/EO
personnel , on-n ti -ne other iran d , do not see these things as sufficient signals of com mand sup-
port ,  They point to the failure of many commanders to hold unit seminars on a regular
ba sis and the failure of officers and senior enlisted personnel to attend the seminars.

The issue of attendance at seminars is a particular sore point for RR/EO personnel.
They state that  when officers and senior NCO’s avoid attending seminars it signals to the

troop that the training is not really important in the eyes of their superiors. The diffe r-

ing opinions of who needs training are shown in Table 38, Compan y commanders and

senior enlisted personnel state that it is the junior enlisted personnel who most need race

relations training. That the officers and senior enlisted personnel do not see themselves

as particul ar ly in need of training may be an explanation of why they fail to attend such

training.

Table 38

Groups Needing Training

Question: What group within the Army do you thin k needs race -_

relations education the most?

__________ _________ 

Respondent Groups 
—

Group Needing % Company % Sr. Enlisted % Jr. Enl isted % DRRI % URRS /o Non-Trained
Training Commanders Personnel Personmrel Graduates Graduates RR/EO Staff - ‘

______________ 

( N = 5 5 )  (N— 78) ( N — 1 3 2 )  (N 46) LN~~ 60) (N~~ J4 )

El -E4 49 63 33 4 13 43
E5-E6 33 5 13 2 7 0
E7 - E9 13 12 30 50 58 29
01-03 4 9 17 I i 13 29
04-06 2 10 2 26 7 0
07-01 0 1 5 7 2 0

The RR /E0 personnel , and particularly trained personnel , state that senior NCO’s

and officers are most in need of race relations education. RR /E0 personnel give two reasons

for their assertions: ( I )  the officers and senior NCO’s are the groups already receiving the

least training, and more importantly, (2) the officers and senior NCO’s are the people in
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p o s i t t u ln i s  at  author ity  whose deu ’isuo n s a ffect t i t ’ op er at iom r of liii ’ uni t , am rul wino t h rough
these Ju ’e l sm u l n l s  cam -n set p a t te rnns  of e i th e r  um i s t i tu t i o n a l  d iscr iminat ion or equal opportunity,
lair or Li n fan r treat n r etnt  of ’ racial pr ob k m m ns , and openmre ss or !nostil i t v to ti -ne expressio n-n of
pr oblet irs by th e tr  per som mel . l a  ti -n e R R 1-0 pe r som rm t’l it is more important that persons
s t i l t - n  ti ne power to dt s cr um r unr ~ut i’ rccetve tint ’ trainim - n g ti -nan t i - nat  troops w ith - n  perhaps ti n t- n r c
preJ u ulu u ’es ht u t lu ’ss powe r he traimred of course , t t m e ~ state t h a t  ( ‘ m u m , ‘,m ~’ si r ou l d R ’CCIS e
tiu c tr am m rm u g ,  bu t  g i ve n  the chotce of onI~ one group, the u 1najo mit ~ of ’ R R FO staff mn enm -
hers  W i)Lj lj  e lm L)0 .Si’ the t ’oru -nner over the la t t e r ,

There does apt- n ear to be a general  agreement between all the re spondents on one
m ssuu ’ , lmow eve r: the need for some kim i d of race r elat ij ns education program. Table 3~
shows t i n at  a m - nla p o r t t v  of all groups int erviewed felt tinere was a dct’inite need for tire pro—
gram. Tire problem s , t i r em , see n-n to h~ problem s with (Lw w a s  i - n - n which the RR FO
progr am in genera l , au-nil t ine Phase Ill program in part icu lar . im a s-e beet -n set up a n - nil  imple— -

nr em ted , and n -not with -n the basic concept of a race relatio ns progranr.

Table 39

Need for an RR LO Prog ra m

Question . Il /inc/i o! the fo l l owing  ( -ames t k) ses z to m our op inion ’

“c Compan y ~ Enlisted ~ DRRI % URRS ~ Non-Trained - -Commanders Personnel Graduates Graduates RR / EO Staff
_~~~~~~~~~~ -\ - 22.~ - ~~~~~~ 4i~~~~~~~~~ - j~~8(~ 50 100 I believe t i n at  t irere is a det ’iui ite need

t’or a race relations educa t ion program
in ti-ne Arm n v -

II 32 0 3 25 I ilori ’t really know whether  there is a
r:a1 m eed or riot.

4 19 0 0 0 I believe ti-nat there is ins u t ’t’iciem n t need
to have a race relations education pr ogram
in th u e  Armuv .
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Summary

Over ill there appears to be a relat ively high percentage of respondents , bot h
b lack and wh ite , st- I -no express negative a t t i tudes  toward the RR/EO program. Blacks mis-
trust t i e motiv at ions of w h ites , lee ling ti -nat whites don ’t really want racial equality and
doubting the ‘.)fl~ erI t \ of the RR/E0 program. Wirites on the other hand assert that  whites
do want  minor it i es  to be treated equal ly,  but  also express doubts about the Army ’s corn-
n u n t m e n t  to t i - n e  RR i -U program. Whites see less need for  the programs , but this may be
due to th~’ t . i e t  t h a t  whites believe that  equ ali ty already exists to a greater extent than do
blacks TI-ne tendency for more whites in USAREUR to think equa 1~ty already exists may
be .t:~ ’the r  factor in their seeing training as less important than do personnel in CONUS.

With regard to the un i t  RR/E0 seminars , most blacks tend to see a need for an
I t )  t ra in  ung program , pr imarily because they feel that there is a great deal of discrimination

amnst minorities, In contrast, only about hal f the white s see a need for the training pro-

~rJm11. Both groups seem to feel ti-nat the “Phase Ill” training program (described in the
] e \ t  chapter) has been of limited effectiveness , If changes in the attitudes and behavior
‘t the group in power are a pr imary goal of training , the long-run effects leave much to be

desired: man y whites report experiencing no effects or negative effects from the program.

RR/E0 personnel raise an ~ther importan t issue in affecting the attitudes and

~}ma v I ors  of those in power, namely, that often those in power avoid receiving the training.
(‘ompany commanders and NCO’s seem to feel that they do not need the training.

Regardles s of all the negative attitudes about the program there appears to be a
general consensus that there is a need for soThe kind of RR/E0 program. The program in
effect w USAREUR was undergoing revision at the Time I surveys so that the examination
at Time 2 was of the new program (Phase 111). Whether or not the new program resulted in

any beneficial changes in outlook is the subject of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CONDUCT OF RR-  LO SEM I NARS iN USAREUR

The major element of the Army ’s race relat ion s/ equal  opportuni ty  program is

the RR/E0 training seminar . The t ra in ing  model util ized in USAR E UR is differen t  in

many aspects from that used in CONUS. USAREUR supplements to AR 600-2 1 and AR
600-42 specif y the requirements for all personnel assigned to USAREUR.

Because the requirements for t raining in USAREUR are very d i f ferent  f’rom the

CON L’S requirements , few comparisons between ~lata collected in the two commands

were possible , Th is chapter will focus on describing the data collected on the ‘Phase I l l ”

model , just ending at the time of the first visit , and the data collected six months later on

the “FY 77” program,

The Phase III Training Model

The FY 76 or “Phase I ll” model was outlined in USAREUR Supplement 1 to

AR 600-42, dated 19 August 1 975. It calls for all personnel assigned to USAREUR to

receive training in race relations. Two types of training sessions were specified : a 1 4-hour

Community-Level Seminar and quarterly Unit-Level Seminars.

The Community-Level Seminars are to be conducted by trained race relations

instructors , and are the responsibility of the community RR/EO office. These seminars

are to include personnel drawn from diffe rent units; they must be given at the battalion

level or higher. All personnel are require d to attend one of these seminars annually .

The quarterly Unit-Level Seminars are to be given by the company commander ,

wi th help available from the RR /E0 staff as needed. The unit commanders are responsible

for ensuring that all personnel in their company receive this training. Suggested topics for

the seminars and lesson plans were provided by USAREUR to each company commander.
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M au~ R R I ’ U pe r s ot n i -ne I a t d  jum - ntor  unl is ted perso nm ie l interviewed con p la in cd
that ot’t’tcers and set -nior N(’O’s avoided a t t end ing  t l n u ’sc sct n im iars. Table 4 I slnows tha t

~ percent of t I ne r espot lil ct its tel l  it  was e i ther  son -new in at hard or s’ery hard to avoid

a t t e n d i n g  tIn t ’ t ra in ing :  h i t  it  must  be remembered tl at 88 percent of ti -ne respondents were
grade I - -

~~~ or be l ow -

Ta ble 4 1

Avoidance of Com muni ty-t .eveh Seminars
(W inites and Blacks Combined )

Qttest ion:  l ions- easi - or d i f f i c u l t  is it to a - nozd going to (‘omInuni rv —
Lei ’el race relations training ‘Iasses.”

Percent of
Respondents

(~s i, Q3.l)

4 Very easy to avoid.
5 Som i-new b at easy to avoid.

12 N eith er easy nor hard .
19 Somewhat hard.
48 Very hard.
1 2 Don ’t km ow.

One method cited by which off icers and NCO’ s avoided the training was by send-
ing a few soldiers to t i e  sessions repeatedly.  Because itt many cases the reportim ig on company :
persom inel who have received t i -ne t raining is done only in numbers and not by name , the corn-

pa ny repr ; :~ cam -n show tha t , for example , they have 1 20 people assigned to ti -ne un i t  and ,

mu t i -nc co” se of ’ ti -ne year . I 20 people have been sent to the tr aining. This would not reflect
the fact ti - nat son-ne people had attended more than once, and others not at all. RR/EO
pcrsonmiel also stated ti - nat t i -n e soldiers who were sent repeatedly were often ti -nose the NCO’s
considered “troublemakers ” or “goof-oft’s” ami d the classes were used as a dumping ground
to get these soldiers out of t i -ne NCO’s hair for a coLtp le ot’ days.

All these probl ems aside , however , there still remained a substantial pr oportiom i of
the per sonnel who were receiving Com munity-Level traini ng. These sessions were almost
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always con du cted by either DRR I or URRS gra d uate s and most people seemed to feel

that the training was of a fairly high qual i ty.  Just  as was found in CONUS , many soldiers

complained that they focused too muc h on history and not enough on current problems ,

but  the materi al covered was always perti nent to race relations. Another complaint was

that the sessions centered too much on race relations; many whites wanted the focus , and

the program title , changed to human relations ,

Unit-Level Seminars

The second type of tr aining called for in the regu’ations is the Unit-Level Seminar .

Quarterly seminars are required to be conducted during the year by the company commander.

There is some evidence that many units are not meeting this requirement. A majority of

units do have some race relations seminars , but many company commanders stated that they

often have difficulty in schedulin g the training, and consequently have fewer than the re-

quired number of training sessions.

Some 63 percent of the black and white respondents (N = 2 ,711 ) stated that they

had attended a race relations seminar in their unit.  Of those who had attended a seminar,

some 50 percent reported that seminars were held quarterly or more often in their units , as

shown in Table 42.

Table 42

Frequency with Which Unit-Level Seminars are Held
(Whites and Blacks Combined )

Questio n: h o w  of ten are Unit-Level race relations classes held in
y our co?npa nv or work unit?

Percent of
Respondents

5 More than once a month.
I I  Once a month.
4 Once every two months.

30 Quarterly,
13 Less often than quarterly, but more often

than once a year.
13 Once a year,
23 Don ’t know.
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Table 43 is also based on the 63 percent of respondents who stated at one point

that they had attended a Unit-Level Seminar , however an additional 2 percent of these re-

spondents (or 1 percent of the total ) replied to this question that they had not attended

such a seminar. 5 This would reduce the numbe r of respondents receiving this training to ap-

proximately 60 percent of t i e  sample . Only 69 percent of those answering this question

had received any Unit-Level training within the preceding six months , and only 25 percent

within the two months preceding , This confirms the view that some training is being con-

ducted but often not according to the required schedule , and often not reaching all person-

nel assigned to the unit.

Table 43

Time Since Attending Last Unit-Level Seminar
(Whites and Blacks Combined)

Questio n : How long ago did you last attend a Unit-Level race
re lations class t

Percent of
Respondents

(N 1,699)

9 Less than 1 month ago.
1 6 1 - 2 months ago.
44 3 - 6 months ago.
24 7 - 12 months ago.

5 Longer than 12 months ago.
2 Never attended a Unit-Level race relations class.

Company commanders complain of problems in setting a time for the sessions

when a majority of assigned personnel are free to attend. They state that there often is

not room on their crowded training schedules to fit in something which many do not

see as “mission-related. ”

When the sessions are held most enlisted personnel are require d to attend.

Table 44 shows that 60 percent of the respondents felt it was somewhat hard or very hard

The questions about the conduct of these seminars were contingent upon having attended a
seminar , so only those respondents who had attended answered the remaining questions in the section. The
percentages in the tables on Unit-Level training, therefore , reflect only the responses of those 61 percent
who reported attending, and may thus present a more favorable situation than exists.
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to avoid at t endi ng a Ut -ni t—Level  Sennu n ar : but again . t inis Is (n I p erc ent  oi those respo ndent s
who d i d  at t end at least one such st’m u i t l ar .

TaI)le 44

Avoidance of Um n it-Lev el Seminars
(Whites am-nd Blacks Comb m cd )

Question: i/ o w eas t or di ff , tilt is it to ai o, d goin g to I n i t - L t m e I
ra ce  relations classes in n-our li/lit. ’

Percent of
Respondents
(N — (~~n V j )

7 Very easy to avoid .
9 Som ewhat easy to avoid.

15 Nei ther  easy nor hard.
21 Somewhat hard.
40 Very hard,

S Don ’t know.

The sessions are supposed to be conducted by the cotnpany com mander , wi t h

assistance as needed by RR/ EO pc~~~nnel .  Many URRS graduates rep orted that they

had aided company commanders in the presentation of these seminars. Generally, ti -ne
sessions were being ted by the company commander , as required (Table 45) . In some

Table 45

Instruc tors for Unit-Lev el Seminars
(Whi tes and Blacks Combined )

Question: I4’/:o was in charge ’ of 1/it’ la,ct Unit-Level race’
relations c lass VI UI . ‘I tt’,,de’d.

Percent of
Respondents

~ V 1,~~S ’)

50 Ot’t’iccr Ol  -03
7 ( ) t f i u e r  04 - 06
0 Enlisted 1 : 1 — F3

32 Em il isted 1-4 - E~ or Spec 4 - S:~u’c 6
10 Enlisted i ‘ — EQ

Other
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instances another tu et inber of the un i t  chain of commmut id would give t i n e t ra i ning ,  or ti -ne
c omn nn an der  would introdu ce tint ’ topic l) L i t a trained il isc u ss iom i leader wo ct ld be pcrceivet l
as tine actual  i in stn ictor .

One i m~)ort an t problem cit t ’tl b r  the U nit—Level  Scmn ina r s is tha t  they often do
not deal wi th  race relation s. Table 46 slnows t ine re sp omnses to a d lue sti om -n on t inis  iSSLtC , and
it can be seen t h a t  only about  40 p crccmn t of t h e  responde nts t’eel t in e sessions al ways dea l
with - n race relations , wi -nile am ad d i t iom al 40 perce nt state ti - nat  they sometimes ~1eal with - n  race
re lations. A numnn h er  of people imiterviewed said that  the sc n n im ars frequently degen erate in to

“bitc h sessions” where grievances tot ally unrelated to racial topics are brough t up t’or discus-

sion. This is a problem -n -n it cornparu y com n m n an u d crs feel ti - nat  any sem i -ni n ar which they label a
‘‘race reiat io m -ns seminar ’’ will  t’u l fi i l  t ine require m ents , regardless oh ’ tine maie ri al  covered. It
may he ti -nat the company commanders cover other topics hcca -,usc they do not feel ade-

quately prepared to give race relations tr a it ri t -n g. Several company com iii am ders stated ti - nat
they felt they had an insut ’iuci cnt background to serv e as race relations instructors.

Table 46

Subject Matter of Unit-Lev el Seminars
(Whites and Blacks Combined )

Question : Ho%t ’ of t e n  do the topics c ’on ’ere’d in the Unit—Level
ruec ’ relations c lasses deal n ’f i/i rac e rela tions 9

Percent of
Respondents

(N — l OS!)

41 Always deal with race relations.
42 Somii etim es deal with race relations.
14 Seldom deal with race reiations.
4 Never deal with - n race relations. —

V
Whatever t i - ne reasons given for t i c  kinds ot training and ti-n e frequency of training

which occurs , it seems clear ti at ti -ne requirements t’or Unit-Level training arc not being

ful ly met.
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The FY 77 Training Model

..~ t t h e  t i nn c  of t h e  i i r st  data  co l lect ion visi t  (October 1 Q7~~) , a new training model.

ca ll ed t ine  ‘‘I- \ ~
‘‘‘ mot li’i . was j ust going in to  e f f ec t  ii i  U S A R F U I R .  The second data  collec-

tio n I~~it  w.Is sc h eduled fo r  S i \  mon ths  hater  specificall y to e \amine t lu s program and its

e h t t ’~,’ts in a sort of ‘‘pre- r os t— ’’ desig n TI -ne i-new t n a i n t n g  m mdcl us out l in e d in the ‘7 Septemb er

It ) 
~~~ I. S\ RI- U R Suppleme nt I to AR -~O0-4 2 . supeveett ing the t~\’ 7~ program. It calls tot

( I )  a I 2— hnour o r ien ta t ion  setni t -lar in race rel at ions for  pcrs onm el newly assigned to USAREUR ,

( 2 )  eight hours .i t  u nit-le v el race relat ions training annually t’ot all personnel , and (3) se -n -n -ni- - 
-

annua l  i~~t’cu t i ~ e Race Relat ions Seminars for  selected of f icers ,  senior NCO’s. and senior

ci~ tha in  Personnel -

r lne sample of respond ents in tine l ’it~ e 2 data  co l lectiom i im c ludc tl very tew newl y

L 

arruvct l p er s om im - ne l so tnt ) da ta  can he presented. Fro m i-n discussions with personnel dur ing the

rim e 2 ~ t~~i t . there seemed to be a general tonsensus t i -n at these seminars were of a high

e i t u a h i t v  an t i  th n af t i n e~ were eve n an imup rov en nen t  over ti - nc Phase I l l  Communi ty—Lev e l

Semi nars because t l ne v hoL ’usetl less on his tor y and nnore on current race relations

The Ti m -n - ne 2 sample also im cludcd very few ot’ficcrs or senior NCO’s so ti -ne data om -n

the Executive Seminars could not he mcaningt’ully analyzed. In info rmal discussions. these

Personnel indicated ti -nat they felt the seminars could be well conducted and could serve a

useful purpose so long as the commander in charge made it a truly open forum and did not

open the discussion by stating his/her views and then asking for those who had other opinions.

Such at-n approach ensured ti -nat no contrary opinions surfaced and essentially invalidated ti-ne
whole purpose of t i e  Executive Semu imiar ~.

Because no quan t i t a t ive  data can he Presented oti these two aspects oh’ th e program,

tine discussion hdow will  center on t i -nc un i t  t ra in i n g  required.

Unit Training

Mat -ny of the company comumand ers interviewed at Tin -ne I feit ti -nat the n e w

program ’s shift in respom isih ility tor ti - ne training to a greater involvement by the un it com-

mander was a positive change . They looked forw ard to having more control over ti -ne
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I
scheduling and conduct of the seminars . Table 47 shows that the respondents at Time 2

did not rea iiy share this perception with the company commanders. The majorit y of

personnel had no opinion abou t ti -ne comparison between the two training models , This is

probably because many soidiers were not made aware of the diffe rences in ti -ne progranis

if , in fact , they even knew that a new program had gone into effect.

Table 47

Comparison of RR /EO Training Programs
(Whites and Blacks Combined)

Question : How would you co~np are the new USAREUR rac e
relations training progra m (which bega n in October
1976 ) wit/i 1/ ic pre vious program. ’

Percent of
Respondents

(N~~2.343)
11 1 like it better.
24 lt ’s about the same.
6 1 prefe r the old program.
60 No opinion or don ’t know ,

F
The responses shown in Table 48 are from the Time 2 data collection visit. Be-

cause the requirement for eight hours annually of unit race relations training does not

include any specification of how many sessions or how frequently the sessions must be

given , it is difficult to evaluate the companies surveyed as either meeting or not meeting

the requirements. However , this data was collected six months into the program , so it

would be expected that some tra ining, and probably at least two sessions , should have

occurre d by this point . Fifty percent of the respondents indicated that at least one train-

ing session had been held in their company. And 38 percent reported that two or more

sessions had been held. Thus some compliance with the requirements was occurring, but

a substantial proportion of the respondents did not know how much training had occurre d I~ -

in the fist six months of the new program , and 11 percent were certain that no trainin g

had occurred. - -
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Table 48

NLImbC r oi Unit  HR 1.0 Seminars I-kid
Wi n i te s  aun il Blacks Comb imne d )

Quest ioi n - lit t W  “sap : ~ r at t r~la tn t? L~ ethsca t u t , i  st ’nhi ,Ia r s /Ul I t ’
/ ‘t ’e f l  he ld us ‘u r t - mipa n n- ci, u e / O~-t ther / *~

Percent of
Respondents

12 One.
13  l’wo.
9 l ’inre c -

Four or more .
40 Don ’t know .

None.

Fable 4t) sh iows tha t  ti - n c co mpany co mu man i he r s  and or trained R R 1-0 p ers o mn mn cl

a re leading the majori ty of thos e sessions which arc held. rh nu s is in accordance ~ i th  the

rt’q u iremt ’n Is of the  i Y ‘77 program -

Table 49

Instructors for Ui-lit RR/E0 Seminars
(Whites and Blacks Comhined~

Quest ion: 1) i~l 1/it ’ t (  ~npan v -op n, nan dt ’r lead wii - oj t he  race
relations & -la sseS held io i-our ( ‘O UZp af l i  S i l l i t

/ October / t ~ 
-‘

~~ 
-J

Percent of
Respondents

l _ \ ~~~~~
(t8 Yes.
32 No

Question: f lar e tr ainetl rat c rl ( atl ( u:s ej u a l  oppo r tun i tn-  j ) e r so?i —
Pi e ’1 tn uPs (10 t~ Uh tur ) P n/ ’anv ( - on (lu ( - te ’d ann - ot t/se ’
se ’P PiiPiars l oll ha te ’ a t te ’p :d e ’cI cifle - t / Ociol ’er / ~)

P er cema t of
Respondents

(N 1.599)
4 1 Y es.
38 No.
2 i 1)oti ’t k n ow .

- 
- 

0- -

I
— -~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ 

-- — ~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _



Summary

There has been a substantial amount of race relations training occurring in

USAREUR , both unde r the old Phase III program and under the new FY 77 program.

The requirements call for 100 percent of assigned personnel to receive trainin g, however ,

and this goal is far from being met.

Unde r the phase lii program , only about 70 percent of personnel reported

receiving the Community-Level training, and only about 60 percent stated that they had

attended any Unit-Leve l Seminars. When the training does tak e place , though , the re-

quirements for instructors and content seem to be fairly well met , The Community-Level

trainin g particularl y is seen as being of a high quality. However , there is some indication

that many Unit-Level seminars deal with topics outside the race relations area.
U

While the data collected on the FY 77 program covered only a six-month period

instead of a year , and thus definitive statements about annual requirements cannot be made ,

it seems clear from the data that many of the problems found with the Phase Ill Un it-

Level training are continuing to occur in FY 77. Company commanders at Time I had

complained that they had difficulty finding time in their training schedule for the race

relations seminars. The FY 77 model calls for more hours of unit training than did the

Phase III model , so this problem may still be occurring. The data show that only 50 per-

cent of the respondents reported that there had been at least one race relations seminar in

their uni t in the six-month period.

There was a smaller percentage of respondents who received the Unit-Level train-

ing than received the Community-Level training under the Phase III program. if this lower

percentage is a function of the company commander being responsible for the trainin g rather

than the RR/EO officer, then it seems likely that under the FY 77 program fe wer personnel

will be trained according to the requirements than under the Phase HI program , because the

FY 77 program places the major responsibility for the training on the company commanders.

The FY 77 program is much more similar than the Phase Ill program to the train-

ing model which exists in CONUS , where monthly unit  race relations seminars are required.
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i - n dci th e Pha\c I ll pr ogrann subscauuahl v in ig ln er pc rL’etnta ges of perso nm n cl  in S-~ R I  t R

~ cu t ’ recei~ umn g t r a m m n u n g  t h a m n tin (0~ I S  in tine f i rs t  ~.i ’. months  of f lue  Fl 7 progra m.
lo%% t’ u per cent ag es  of rt’spont l emn ts were rct ’ cm vi mn g t r a i n i n g  t h a n  t inder  t int ’ Ph ua st ’ i l l  prog r a m .
a level more s i m i i i l a r  to t i n a t  to t um ul  im (‘ON I’S.

(‘karl v more tr amm ing is occurring in FS~~RFt 1R than  in ( ‘ONUS . However ,
well belo~ 100 per cent of pcrs on m e  arc receiving t ra in ing  and several other  aspects of t i -nc
r e quurcmcnt s  are - n - not being l’u llv i -n -net Ti-ne F\’ ‘ ‘  program does not appear to he a sig-
nificant improvemen t over ti - ne Phase I l l  program it t i -ne eves ot’ ti -ne soldiers , and in fact
mn av be worse in term s of the perct’ml tage of p erso nne l who receive tr aining.
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CHA P TE R V

ATFITU DES ANt ) PERCEPT iONS FROM THE

SECONI) SURV EY

The or~~inai research design of the total study called for a Time I i ’ime 2 ad-

m u i n n s t r a : t o n  of the survey ins t rum ent  with a period of t ime intervening to per mut  assess-

ing the impact of ’ part icu lar  t rainin g modules which occurred after the Time I adminis t ra-

tion As the stut l y developed , it became e’ t d ent  ti -nat t i -n e orig inal design was inadvisable

and a number of modit ’ications were made in i t .  Because of practic al requirements of d m 1 -

ter ent  tim - n - n c schedules and programs in existence . t i -ne design was modifi ed d if ferent l y  iii

(‘ONI_ S . I, S.~\ R I - UR . and Korea, creating.  i m essence, three d i fferent  part ial ly overlap ping

stud ies

Ti-nc data collections iii USAREUR most closely t’ollowed the original design At

the time of the f i r s t  data collectio n -n (October I tY’~~~ a new modification of the trainin g pro-

gram was just going into effect ,  so ti at t i -ne original data collect ion provided in t ’ormation

rel evant to the old program and the second data collection schedt thed for si.~ months a f t er

the first provided comparative in formation r elevant to the new program . Data fro m - n -n this

Time 2 visit (Ma y 1~~7~~ then , can serve both as an assessment of the new trai n ing program ,

and as a source of ’ data to examine changes across time.

This chapter will examine ti -n e at t i tudes and percepti ons data from t i -n c Tim -n - n c 2

visi t and any changes which -n occurre d durin g ti -nat period . The tab les are based on the data

t’rom the ~4 companies surv eyed at both Tim -n -ne 1 and Time 2.

Ra cial Climate

There appears to he s-en- little change in the racial climate durin g ti -ne si\ months

interval between t i -ne data collections. There arc sonic indications ot improvem ent , and a

few indicators of ’ slight change s for ti-ne worse. Large differ ences still exist im the perceptions

of blacks and whites.
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l ab l t ’ 50 ‘~ho~ s tha t  oni ~ mi nor cinain g es h ave occurred m u t he  pcr~ pt ions of

equal i t  of I i  t.a  tn - ne t - n t  , b ia ck-. .t t c not s ign  i i i  cant  l\ more likely to sec cqtt ai t reat  i - n - ne n t at

l i m e 2 th an  at l i - n - n - ne I ,

Table 50

P ercepti omns of E ’qua l ity of Treatment across Time

Ques t ion :  ii /,i~ / : t t  t i le ’ ‘/ h  % t J P I L ’ ‘!l1cnu ’,( .’ j .c / i  ‘‘~~si  ( I ) ( OUT

f , 1F i 1  ~: 
-J

Time ! Tit i-ne 2 j 
-

Wl nite s  - Blacks ‘
~~ Wl n i tcs  ‘ , Blacks

\ 2’- ‘
~~~

‘ 
_________

44 4 2 ~) li - n  general , non—wi n  it c s  at e  t reate d be t te r
than  ~ h l i es  ~fl t i e  Ar m y .

49 2 ’  50 in general , non-whites are tr eat eti  exact l y
th e  sau nc ,is wh i t t ’S in t ui e Ar m s -

S (~ S t -t 3 l i  general . nomi — ~ I n i tes arc t rea ted  worse
tha n whi tes  in the .-\ r t u \  -

It can be seei i m Fable 51 tha t  blacks do -.cc a s ignif icant  imup ro ~ en i cu t  in t lne

oppo rt u n u t  It ’S for  pro m otno n . but  there .ir e s t i l l  ex t r eme  d i f fe r ences  between the pcr cep—

to n- . of ’ blacks anti whi tes  .‘~~ maiorit\ of black rt’spomitlents st i l l  assert th a t  blacks must

do more th .i m i f l i t ’ .n cra ge w i n i t e  to make t i e  grade .

Table S I

Percep t ion of Promotion O ppo rt u n ifies across Time

S t a t e m en t :  - t bIcWA ill lile~ : i r p p i t  P i l l i s t  ~/ ()  P~ ? ( P C  lu au t h e  ~~~~~~~
i th  lIe (0 pflj /-.e ’ the cr ade

Time I Time 2
‘ - Whites ‘: Blacks Whites ~ Blacks

__________ ~.v 2 12  \ ‘C I )  ~\ —

5 3 tt0 Strongly Agree ‘Agre e
10 13 13 20 NL ’ i t i ne r  Agree No t  Disagree

I 2 84 21 Disagree Strongly Disagree
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Blacks also continue to state that  non-whites get more th an their share of dirty

details i Table 52 1 Whites , ho wever , are l ess l ike l y to agree t h at th is is true at Time 2 ; there

1 a s ig ni f icant  shift among white  respondents t’roni agreement with the statement to a

positio n of neut ral i ty .

Table 52

Perception of Assignment to Work Details across Time

Statement ’. ‘~oui-wIii t es get utmore titan their s/tare of dirt ‘ details

Time I Time 2
‘,~ Whites ~ Blacks 

‘
~~ Whites ¶4 Blacks

(5 572 1 (— v 21 7) (-5 ~~~~ (~5 3 / D j

1 2 45 9 44 Strongl y Agree/Agree
16 30 19 28 Nei ther Agree Nor Disagree

72 26 72 27 Disagree/Stro ngly Disagree

There is a slig ht , but non-sign ificant . increase at Time 2 in the percentage of blacks

who feel that whites have a better chance than non-whites to get the best train ing opportun ities

(Table 53). There are significant differences between the white responses to this item at

Time I and Time 2. with whites at Time 2 shifting to a more neutral position .

Table 53

Perceptions of Opportunities for Training across Time

Statement: Whites have a better chance than non-whites to get
the best training opportunit ies

Time 1 Time 2
‘
~~ Whites ‘4 Black s % Whites ¶4 Blacks
(N - 5~8) j~~~~L j~~ 796J (N 3J 0L

7 50 5 55 Strongly Agree/Agree

16 24 21 23 Neither Agree Nor Disagree

78 26 73 22 Disagree/S trongly Disagree
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Ihe r e  .n L ’ no t i i t f e t t ’t uc es i i i  thu e  p e l t t ’ p t t & m m s of ’’ i t ’~~& ’N& ’ dus c t - i mn tun a t iom - n ’’ I r o i m i  l um n t ’ I
to I im nn t ’ 1. l abl t ’ 54 - .ii o s~ that smi ~ i u p e rcep t io ns  t o t i t i m i t t e  at  m e l a t i ~ cls low It ’vek . ~ i t h i  u l u t e ’ -. j
percc u~n m - ng nn - n ole  01’ suc in e ius c m u m t m t m n a l i o m n  t i t an  d o  bla cks

Table 54

I’erceptions of L ) is c r innin a t i oun uu gain s Whiles across l ’ i mm n t

Sta tenn t ’ m n t .  lhe, -e ,.c raeial ehiseri,ni, :~, tj on ae,’ain, c( whitc ’c cit (1117. C C

F?Uini t u .

riinK ’ I lime 2
‘;- Win ites ‘ - Buiut’ks ‘ C Whn iies ~ Blacks

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~ .L~~~Y L

27 I 3 2 ’  I i Stron gly Agre e/ Agme e
33 28 33 2 ’  Ne i th e r  Agre e Nor l ) t s agmt ’e
4 1 5° 40 57 I)nsagre e St iOl i i z lv  I ) i s ag t t ’c

ll -nCIt ’ .uls ~ arc m o  t l nf ter t ’nct ’s .lcross ti me un the  i t ’po r l t ’d t m - nt ’ide mn ct ’ of ra cis t  oke

f elling ( I .uHc 5 5)  L o th  ~ lute s and blacks slate that it ot’cu ms I , ,  Iv imi fi - t’qi tt ’mn tlv im th e it-

c o m m n pa tu ie s  and s~ork u~ t ts .

I’ahle 55

Racist Joke Tt ’IIiii~ across l ime

Quit ’s t m o t i  i/oi 0f(c ’,, do /‘ c ’0~ ’/ ~’ C ’ !  t oUr O H P I  rci( c ’ lit i (  t~ i~ e ’Oi u $ / J u h i
C r  Wi ~T/ mitt  it 1~i1 rac ist Ji )/~ c’s abc ‘ii f i J I / I C r  ra c es -

Tün e I lime 2
~ ; Whites ‘ ; Blacks ‘ , Whites ‘ Blacks

- d ’ 5 - 3 4

I 14 I 5 2 1 \~‘rv ()f tt ’ , n - O f ’t emn
43 38 4 1 34 Sotiii ’t it -nut ’s
4(1 48 44 45 St’Id ~ iii N~’v~’n

An t - ni  her reporte d b elua v ior w lut t ’ln sh owed m o  ~‘In amn g es .i cmos s f u mn e is s hn ow m n

iii I’jIslt’ S’c . i’iicrt ’ is get nt ’u -a l ~i g r eemume ’m nf bt ’t we em n Hacks am i d ~- l u  f t ’s i l n a t  f l - nt ’ crc c m l  m , i c t , uI  ~i~ui
ns an mtr equt’ni occurrence Ilow evt ’r , a p p i ox i n n at t ’Iv It ) pert’t ’mn t of t i i t ’ t- t’sp omid t ’ m m f s
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continue to report that suc~i racial conflict does occur sometimes , a view that was supported

in interviews with RR/EO personnel.

Table 56

Open Racial Conflict across Time

Question: How often do whites and non-whites in y our company or
work unit f o rm groups and challenge each other to f ights?

Time I Time 2
% Whites % Blacks ¶4 Whites % Blacks
(N = 848) ~N 307) (N 801) (N 266)

3 4 3 5 Very Often/Often
8 11 8 11 Sometimes

90 85 89 85 Seldom/Never

Another behavior examined at both Time I and Time 2 is the frequency of off-

duty racial interaction. Blacks show no differences across time in the reported frequency

of interaction , but whites at Time 2 show a significant shift toward less frequent interaction

with non-whites (Table 57).

Table 57

Racial Interaction across Time

Question: How often do whites and non-whites in your company or
work unit go to Army clubs together (Enlisted Club , NCO
Club, Officers Club) ?

Time I Time 2
% Whites % Blacks % Whites % Blacks
(N = 861) (N = 300) (N = 791) (N 309)

36 27 31 27 Very Often/Often
40 40 46 40 Sometimes
24 33 23 33 Seldom/Never

When asked about the ove rall racial climate , whites at Time 2 give much the same

responses as whites at Time 1 , again seeing the state of race relations as generally “fair ” (Table 58).
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Table 58

Perceived Quality ot ’ Race Relations across Tu ne

Question: It ’/iu’I , of I/ i t ’ J olla w:n,s ’ s t a t e ??k ’nts is closest to n our
oJ ) if l l on  - ‘

Time I Time 2
‘ Whites ‘ Blacks ‘1 -  W lnites ‘ Blacks

— 5)” 5 3 / 4 1  ~~ — ~~~~ — $~c(, I

22 I 7 21 1 o I in general , race ft’Iat i om -n s in ( h i t ’ Arimu ~
are good .

55 43 58 54 In gct -neral . ract’ r cia t io m -n s iii t ine  Ar tu ~
a rc fa i r ,

24 40 22 3 1 In general . ract ’ relations in the  Ar m y
are poor .

Blacks at bo t ln Tu ne I and l i m e  2 give a so m n i ew ima t less opt i m istic v i e w  I m ain winites .

Blacks at Time 2 . however . are substant ia l l y  m ore op t imi s t i c  that - n  blacks at ‘rim -n -n e I , wit h - n a
stgm i fic ant r educti ot in tine perc entage of respondents seeing race relation s as “poo r” a n d a

consequent incre ase in the percentage of respo mi dents reporting race relations as “ f a i r . ”

Am associated question sh ows no differences across tin -ne for  eit h er whites or blacks.

Table 5t) slnow s tine response s to a qu csti omi on changes i m t i -n e racial cl imate.  There is a slight .

but t on- s igni f icant  increase it  t i -ne percentage of blacks who state that  race relat ions iiavt’

bee n get t i ng bette r . Overall . ho weve r , there is general agreement between whit es and blacks

ti n ; u t race rc ia t io t - ns iii the Ar t n v  have i -n ot changed iii the past \ -ear.

Table 59

Perceived Changes in Qualify of Race Relations acros s Time

Statement: (h er the past n ear , race relati ons in t he ’ .-l rmn ’:

Time I Time 2
‘
~~

- Whites ‘i - Blacks ‘ - Whites ‘ - Blacks
~\ 7.S5) (X — J 4 (  5 ~,cs) e5 — 25Q1

15 40 34 45 have been get t ing better.
50 47 53 43 have not changed.
I 5 13 13 I 3 have been get t ing worse.
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Attitudes toward the RR /EO Program

Changes in attitudes toward the R R /EO program were expected across ti -ne six-

month interval since the program itself was changed at the beginning of this period . While

few dramatic changes were found , there were signs of an improved a t t i tude , part icularly

among white  respondents , where there was more room for improvement , but also among

b l ac k respon de n ts.

One important change in the responses of blacks is shown in Table 60. Signifi-

cantly fewer blacks at Time 2 felt that whites in the Arm y don ’t really want minorities to

be treated equally ,  While a very substantial percentage still do hold this view , this percentage V

has fallen below the halfway mark,  White responses to the item were essentially unchanged.

Table 60

Perceived Desire for Racial Equality by Whites
across Time

Statement: Most wh ites in the Arin~ don ‘t want racial m inorities
to be treated equally.

Time l Time 2
¶4 Whites % Blacks ¶ 4- Whites ¶4 Blacks
(N = ,582) (N = 211) (N=800)  (N 265)

I l  57 11 42 Strongly Agree/Agree
1 8 27 21 34 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
72 16 68 25 Disagree/Strongly Disagree

One are a in which both whites and blacks see some deterioration is in the
enforcement of RR /EO policies and regulation s. Table 61 shows the responses to two
questions dealin g with enforcement. Significantly fewer black s at Time 2 agree with the
statement that most NCO’s usually see to it that RR /EO policies and regulations are
enforced. While there are no changes in white responses to the question about NCO’s,
when the same statement is made about officers there is a change in the white responses.
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At  Tmn ne 2 , sug n m t ’icant iv fewer whit e s are wil l i ng  to assert that most offi cers usua lly see t o

it t in a t polici es are enforced . There also is some ret hu ction in the alr eady lower levels of

blacks agreeing wt th t int s  s ta t t ’n m e nt ,  This could h av e very i m portant  consequences f o r  t in t ’

new versi on of ’ the program because it places greater r espons ibility for  f i ne conduct  of tin e

progrann on tIne u n i t  commander and staff .

Tab le6l

Perception of Enfo rcement of RR /EO Policies across Time

State m ent :  Mos t .‘s ( ‘0 is usual/v see to it that RRJL ’O poli cies and
regulations are enforced.

— Time I Tim-n-ne 2 - 
-

C Whites C Blacks ‘ Whites C Blacks
(5’ — I , 14O) 5 — 4-’31 J~

) — I .e, O3) 
~~
\ — .S ‘5~

4 1 35 42 31 Strongl~’ Agree/Agree
32 28 30 24 Ne ither Agree Nor l)isagree
27 37 28 45 1)isagree/Strongl l)isagree

State m ent :  ~-%!osr off icers usual/ v sec to it that RR/L ’O poli cies and
re~~u/at ions are ’ t ’nJ i r ed.

Time I Time 2
~ ; Whites ‘ Blacks ~ Whi tes ¶4 Blacks
(5 5’H (.~ — .‘Iti ) (X ‘Vlc ) (X 3 1 4 )

51 36 44 28 Strongly Agree /A gree
29 32 39 39 Neither  Agree Nor i)isagree
20 32 18 33 t) isagree/ Strongiy I)isagree

Even with the changes wh ic in occurred ii the stnm ctur e ot’ RR/ EO t ra ining,  there

are no significant changes im t i-ne perception that RR /E () progra m s are mostly just b r  show

(Table b2 ) . Nearly hal t’ of both t ie  black and white respondent groups hold this opini on .

L 62
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Table 62

Perception of the RR /EO Program across Time

Statement: RR/EO programs in this community are mostly just
for  show.

Time 1 Time 2
% Whites % Blacks % Whites % Blacks
(N = 571) (N = 216) (N 800) (N = 315)

43 41 46 41 Strongly Agree/Agree
28 31 31 33 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
29 28 24 25 Disagree/Strongly Disagree

There also were only non-significant changes in responses to a question on the

perceived need for the program (Table 63). Slightly fewer whites and blacks at Time 2

agreed with the statement that most of the Army ’s RR/EO programs are unnecessary. Once

again blacks held a more favorable view of the program than whites.

Table 63

Perception of the Need for RR /EO Program across Time

Statement: Most of the Army ‘s RR/EO programs are unnecessary. —

Time l Time 2
% Whites % Blacks % Whites % Blacks
(N = 567) (N 216) (N = 800) (N = 312)

43 29 38 23 Strongly Agree/Agree
28 28 31 30 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
29 43 31 47 Disagree/Strongly Disagree

Resp onses to an item on the potential benefits of the RR /EO program showed no

changes across time. It can be seen in Table 64 that both whites and blacks continue to be

split on the question of whether or not everybody in the Army will benefit in the long run

from the program.
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Table 64

Perceptions of’ Potential Benefits of the RR/ EO Program
across T i n e

State m ne mit :  In the long run , c ’- n - c ’r n-bo ~j i -  ~fl tile ’ .‘l r n ,m- n i/I benef i t fro m,,
rae - c ’ rel ations and equal opp or tunTh- pr ograms.

Tim e I Tim-n-ne 2
Whites ¶ 4- Blacks ‘ ‘  Whites ‘ Blacks

5S2~ j _~~’! ‘) j -~ - ,50 C ? ~ 2C~ ~)

33 39 33 41 Strongly Agre e/Agree
35 29 3t) 35 N e i ther  Agree Nor l)isagree
32 32 28 24 Disagrt -e/ Strot gly Disagree

Bot h -n whites and blacks also continue to he split on ti -n e qu esti om of whether  or
i-not race relations seminars ate a waste of time . Approximately 40 percent of all respondents
continue to agree with -n this statement , as shown i m Table 65. However , the increases in t h e
percentage of whites disagreeing with this state m ent are suf ’fici ent ly large to reach -n statistical
significance. Tinis indicates some im -n -n p ro v em e nt  by whi tes  in their  a t t i tudes  toward the
tr a i t -ning.

Table 65

Perceptions of the Usefu lness of Race Relations Seminars
across Time

Statement: Race relations seminars are a waste of timmie.

Time I Time 2
¶4 Wh ites ¶ 4- Blacks ¶4 - Whites ~ Blacks

— ~ ‘-~~ _L~ 
20’)? (-\  - ‘Q ‘i j ~ / ~

45 35 42 38 Strongly Agree/Agree
33 26 28 Neither Agree Nor Disagre e

26 32 32 35 Disagree/Strongly Disagree

(J 4
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t a b l e  (- n ( -n ~lno ~v s  an item in w h m~’ln there s~ .ms a ~‘ln angc mi - n t in t ’ a t t i t u d e s  of whit es

.ictoss t nm e. Sm gni b ’ica m nt ly m nno re  w l n i t e s  at l ime 2 agreed tha t  c~ ct~ bee R in t i ne A t - n n~ sl n t -n ti ld

be ret tu ired to a t t end  race r ela t ion s  se mn i m n.u  ~ l’ltere were also m u ~i cases in tine percenta ge

of bla cks agreeing ~C ith thus statement. I’his m nn a~ signal more positi ve a t t i t u d e  toward the

i . n m mim ng and per inap s .m greater i~ercei~etl m e t ’d - Blacks con t mmmc to be m - n n t m cin  more favorable

ti -n an win i t t ’s toward t In e progra un , but tin ’ tlmff ere mn ’es in .it t n t  ud es a re narr o~ mug.

Table 66

Percep t ioi s ot’ Requ ir emnnein t s of ’ Race Reta t iomns Seminars
across I’ime

St .nt emn ent  : F i - e rn - h  J in the .‘t r p nn si lt uI t I  b’  ‘ ( ‘~l :i: r ( ’e/ C a ttend
?at c ’ , I a  t j t  >1 1 5i ’lP lUl~lP ’5

I
I mine I 1 mine 2

¶4 Whites ‘ - Blacks C , Whites C , Blacks
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

\ _ ,‘) ‘I \ : 5~~C~~~- s~~~~i :

3 ( I 4 (- n ’) S tm - omngl ~ .~ gt cc Agret’
23 2 1 20 14 \ c t i l l s ’i .‘~gt-ee Nor 1)n sagrt ’e
40 I 8 34 I ‘ l) isagret ’ St~ omngl ~ t) msag m-ee

A mio t i i t ’r group directly affected b~ b u t ’ changes u n  t in t ’ p m o g ra t u  ns t l s ’ t’onnpany

commu an -nsl er s. They have greater responsi b i l ities for t i c ’ condimet of t r a i n i n g  under t i i t ’ ines ’

program , and thus should be in ~‘lose r contact wit h -n th e c t mr m - ent  st a t t ’ of race r e la t i ons mn

t heir uni t s ,  l’ablt ’ (-n ’ shows tIne responses to .m q tme s ti om n on t Int ’ need t ’or t i e  program . I ’ inn s

quest ion ~ Js asked of comnpan ~ c om n mnn ande ns  at I’ l l - n -n t’ I .nm n d l i m e 2 l ’lnere ~ as .n s l ight .

m n o n - s i g m n i t m ~’ant  if l t i case .iem 055 t ünn t ’ in th t ’ pert ’c nt~mge of ~‘olup.n n ~ t’o mnnn .mnd t ’is win o s.I’~% .1

de fini te  need f or  .m race r e l a t i ons  edu c at i on p m’ogm’am. Ib is cont inued the al - nc .md ~ h igh

le~ t’l of t’otnman dt ’rs ~ ho pc i~ e - n\ e tha t  t in e p n -og r amn n ns net ’cssa-n \ -

( c

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ , ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~~ — JIIIP *IIII1II1IL1iII~~~~I



Table 67

Perceptions by Company Commander s of the Need for
the Program across Time

Question: Which of the follo wing comes closest to youropinion?

Company Commanders
Time l Time 2
(N 56) (N 35)

86 91 1 believe that thre is a definite need for a race relations
education program in the Army.

11 6 1 don ’t realty know whether there is a real need or not.

4 3 I believe that ther” is insufficient need to have a race
relations education program in the Army.

When asked about command support for the race relations education program.

company commanders gave very diffe rent answers at Time 2 than at Time I (Table 68). There

was a significant decrease at Time 2 in the percentage of company commanders who felt that

the prog ra m received “excellent ” or “good” command support; many commanders classif ’ied

the support as only “fair, ” There still were over two-thirds of the respondents who rated

the support highly , but the substantial change from Time 1 signals a change in perception.

Table 68

Perceptions by Company Commanders of
Command Support across Time

Question: What kind of command support does the race relations
education p rogram receive at this community?

Company Commanders
Time I Time 2
(N — 54) (N 35)

97 69 Excellent /Good
2 26 Fair
2 6 Poor /Very Poor

A number of explanations for this change are possible , It may be that when the company

commanders become more closely involved in the p rogram they see that the prograni is not
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.ns well supported as they had tho tm g l n t Another  pos si bm lt t ~ is t i n a t  t I nt ’ amn nou ut t t t  com n - nmn n a n d

support ti l t1 actu a lly ~~- c m-e.i sc in tine six ’mont li in te r ~a l . Or , it n-na~ be that the ~h,ii -n~ ’~ u n

the progra m are th em~ ’lv es seem as signs of .i decrcas’d ~‘in i ’tnasis  t C t’c, i t I s c  th e semnl m m n an  ~

ret luire less i mn vol %e nk ’n t  h~- t i nt ’ spet’mall s- — t ra mii ed personnel of th e  KR I 0 ot t  ice

In mnt e nm e s t  s , t ile comupa t iy c omnm n.m nders seemed getn er al l ~ pk’ ,u~t’d to ln a~ e

progra m changed t t ’  gm~ c them nn-nre control over l in t ’ KR tO training. Sc~ er .m l comnn an de ts

expressed a desire to h.m ~e m ore ins t ru ct ion  on I o~ - to co nduct  such r am n n n g  beca use tlne ~

ft ’l t n nprepared to handl e the i r  respon sib i lit ies m u t h m s area. Int ’ltm d et l  t in  t I ne n e x t  ci n ap len-

is a d s~’U~ .s iOt i  ot t i t ’ Un i t  (‘ommu ander s (‘ourst’ (1 (~~ whn c h aumn n s  at pro v idin g sonk’ f u r t h e r

preparation to new comnnan tl ers .

Summary

l’he da ta  collected at t i e  end of tin ’ si’s ’mnn on th  perno d un der stud s ovt’ra ll show

some signs of a s lig ht i~q ’r~ n ’~’n u ’n i in t i e  racial cl n mu ; nte  an t i a t t i t u d e s  towar d ti - nc KR l~ )

pro~ r a m u  A s c  t few i tem s sinow negat i~ c changes. b ut  th e posti i~ e t’h am n gt ’s appe am to out-

weigh -n these . The nnajoritv of i tems cxa n nn i n ed . inow t ’~ em , sho~ l n t t l t ’ or rio t’hn ;nngt ’ across

time . so t ine general comn c lus ion is that  i mmnp r o ve mnnem ts can only be considered .ns sln g ht .

A general charactt’ri iation of the racial climat e for the six-month interval t inder

st uds’ is that overall race relatio n s have not changed . Tht’rt’t ’ore . the concltms m on s ot ’ Chapter

II still hold true six months la ter . There continue to be signs of a h igh frequt ’ncy ot ’ v olt n n—

ta rv racial st’parat ion in U SA RFU K an - nd a high degree of perc eived di scn nn u m a t  non by

nnino ritie s . The views of whi tes  amni blac ks ate  st i l l  widely dnft ’em’ent on -n nnos t qut’sti ons

involving equal opportunities and discr imi nat ion . wi th - n  wIn m e s pert’eivnn g man\  fewer

problems than do blacks.

There is some improv ement in a t t i tudes  toward 11e KR fl) pr ogr ann -n. p ar t icu lar ly

amnon g whites. but ther e are also indicatio ns th a t  t i c  policies and r egt m la tn on s are not even

bc imng as well enforced as th ey were at  l’ime I .  rhere also continue to be dif fe rences be-

tween whiles and blacks in their attitudes am-nd perceptions of tin ’ KR l ( )  program . althoug h

these diffe rt’nces are decreasing.
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CHAPTER VI

THE USAREUR RACE RELATIONS SCHOOL

Although the primary focus of the study was on RR/EO training, it was

considered desirable to include a sub study of the USAREUR Race Relations School at

Munich , This school , unique in the Army, provided two courses of instruction: ( I )  a

four-week , part-time instructors course; and (2) a one-week company commanders course,

One of the objectives of the USAREUR part of the study, in addition to an analysis and

assessment of RR/EO unit trainin g, was to examine these two courses and , to the extent

feasible , to assess their effectiveness. In this chapter , the information obtained regarding

these two courses is discussed.

The URRS—P ar t-Tiine Instructors Course (URRS)

The Part-Time Instructors Course was instituted because there was not a su f-

ficient supply of trained instructors to meet the needs in USAREUR. The purpose of

this 20-day course was: 6

To tra in qualifie d military personne i how to teach and resolve
racia l/ ethnic problems by non-violen t procedu res and increase the
numbe ’ of Race Relations Off icers /Non-Commissioned Off icers in
the USAREUR command by graduating personnel who would be
u tilized on a part-time basis.

Class si~ze was approximately 50 and the methods of instruction in cluded :

conference ; discussion; lecture; demonstrations; large-group participation; structural

experiences; small group; field trips; and films. The program of instruction was

organized into six modules:

6From P.0.1,, USAREUR Part-Time Race Relations Instructor Course.

‘
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Module Hours

- (‘on -n mn unicat i on Skills 19

I I .  Racism and Sexism -n - n 22

I l l .  ln d iv i dL t al  and Grou p Be l -navior 14
IV - Methods of Ins t ruct ion 65

V . Get -nera l Su bjects 26
VI - Administrat ion 13 - 

-

Tern i i tn a l  goals of tIne course were stated as follows:

Individuals completing this course should be able to assist in the - .1
( ‘Ond UCt of t/i c ’ (-S. .1RE UR Race Relations Lth~catio, i Progra,n by
serving as part  —ti, ne instructors . /n~/i micJua/.c it ’s/I be’ able ’ to conduct
re se ar c h , prepare ’ and select training aids, and conduct h ’ctures , con—
J erene -es . pra c ti cal e ’ve ’rcises . guule ’d (/iS (’liSSiO ~iS. seminars, and
structured evp er :ene -es.

As a training of trainers course of instruction , the URRS course is less extensive
than DRR I hut more extensive than the typical unit discu ssion leaders course.

Unit Commanders Race Relation s Course (UCC )

Ti-ne Unit Commanders Race Relation s Course is a unique training experie nce in
the Army. It is t i -ne only one of which we ar e aware that is specifically designed to provide
training in RR/E0 to ut - nit  commanders as un i t  commanders. Its purpose is: ’7

To pro r ide a progressi ve, appropriate race relations/ equal oppor-
tunif  V ~nodule of ’ instruction fo r  unit commanders in the U.S. Army
Europe, in orde’r to maintain the big/zest degree of organizational and
c’opp zh a t readiness hi ’ fostering harmonious re’lations among all person-
nel under his/her control .

7 From P.01.. Unit Command ers Race Relations Course .
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Individuals who at tend should be in command positions or designated to assume

command. Class size was generally between 40 and 50 and methods of instruction were

essentially the same as those indicated for URRS. The five-day program of instruction was

organized as follows:

Module Hours

1. General Subjects 14

11. Communication Skills 11

III ,  lndividua l and Group Behavior 4

IV . Racism , Sexism 9

V. Administration 1

39

The Gene ral Subjects (Block I) included:

I .  the experiential learning model;

2. group norms that are most supportive of learning;

3. patterns of organizational communication;

4. the effects of vested interests on intragroup and intergroup
interaction ;

5. the situationality of leadership effectiveness;

6. the concept of non-directive counseling;

7. the role of the unit commander in the implementation of the
Race Relations Education Program FY 77. and the Affirma tive
Actions Plan as an effective management tool.

Terminal goals of this course were stated as follows:

Individuals completing this course should :

1. be able to apply viable leadership techniques for
effective unit managemen t.

2, app tv communications skills.
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(‘1w fa cu l t y  -a rid fac i l i t i e s  for  th e i~ so cour sc~ were essential l y t ine same.

The Data Obtained

.\ coIiskk ’rab le .irr , i \  of m n t o r m m n a t i o m i  ~ as obta ined per t inent  t o the U R R S  and the

I (‘(  cour ~c. [lie school at M u t i t e t i  ~ j s v is ited in September 1 ~~~~ b a mem ber of the

re search tea m and In lc r \  ~ s ~~~‘rc held ~‘n th sonic fa cul t y  ami d URRS s tudents  and a few i n—
s t ru et io n a l  per iods were observed. -~ rr am lgements  were made to obtain pre- at -nd po st—tra ini t i

cl u es t io nn ai r e s from t inree t ( ( - cIas~ ’s and one I RRS class scheduled in the December through
l - cbr u-ar~- t ime period . In ad d i t i on . during the pri mn am -y da ta  col lection Vi sits to the seven
communi ties in I S .-\ R i I ’R - interv iews and ques t ion naires  were obtained from a number  of
graduates of VR R S  and I C(’ in the field . Thus , in addition to an on—site v i s i t  and revi ew of

mater ia ls  obta ined at t i - ne school , ti -n e sources of information used iii this  chapter are:

A. Questionnaires from URRS Student s  - pre - and post—tra ining N- 48

B. Quest ionnair es  t’rom UCC Students - - -- pre- and post- training N = 1 1 5
C. Questionn aires from URRS Graduates in the field N 64
I). Quest ionnaires from UCC Graduates in the field N 33
1-~ In t er ~ j ews with URRS Students N 7
F , Interviews with and interviews from U R R S  Faculty N

No use ’t’ul purpose would be served h~- presenting all of the data obtained from

these different sources. Ti-ne sheer volume of data from all of ’ the diffe rent questionnaires ,

different respondent groups, and dif t ’erent times of responding would require more than
100 pages of tab les just to present. Since much of these data represent questions that were
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we’re pu rsrm e’t J f or  e’spio m a t or y  p urposes and u n a iw of t i ne  f i m n d t m i ~~ nc  sl i~~gc” sf v t  k i t  not t ic

l i t i m t t ~~ ’ . i t  seem ed appropriate  to a t t e m n n p t  to ‘R ’ p at c  to m t i n t s  chapter a m in ore ’ mule ’mptc1t ~c

e~t m t c u p  of f l i t ’ f ’i t id i m mgs  ~‘omnc er mning U R R S  an tI  UC( ’. i ’he ’ t e ’ w i l f  be m o  : I t t e ’mf l l ) t , t l t e m e f o i e ’.

to p resent all of t ine data  eo (k ’cfe t f , bu t  m a t l i e m . l U c  c u t - n  I ~ ii ~ i-c - ni~. d c  I t ’ -.~~ - c t  ‘.~h - - I
pear to be th e m mnos t n i n t c t e s t i m i g  ai nd i n f o m m n a t t ~c f i i i c i n t ~s anti  to conden se ’ and s u m n m n a m i / e ’ t ine

i i i t e r p m e ’t a i mo t l  of t ine t o t a l  am m.n ~ of da ta  i n prose l o m m n . ~

Impac t of tine URRS Course nm Students

F r on -n t i - ne cha nges in t in i es t  t om lm - na i re  responses t ’i-on -n pn’- to post - t ram m ing . i t  is

clear that ti ne ’ expel icnc e of tine L I R R S  cours e’ a f f e c t e d  st uden t ’ s  in larg e ’ mnt mm th e r  of ~ .n~ s.

l inere were si~ scales im t i ne  quest iontnaire win i d - n  mn-neasured different aspects of ma cm a ]

~tt t itude s and p erce pt it -nns.  Om i two of these , I’crc ’ive el I ) i sc r i m i i m n a l i on a g a i m m s l  U lac k ’s  anti  -~

i mnter r : tc i ; t I  B eln avior . scores we ’ie ’ s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i ni gi ne m a f t e r  t r a i n in g  t h a n  bL ’ f o m e .  I ’ t ni s  im ’amn s

tha t  s t u d e n t s  ‘s:i~~ m ore d i s c r i m i m n a f i o i n  a g a i mi st  b lack s  o c c n m r m n g  and r eported mor e’ m i n t e r -

ra c ial i m n t e r a c t m o m n  t i n a m n  t he y  did be fore t ra i mu m i g .  On u n m e t ’ scak’~., l~ehav i o i a I l i n t e m n t i o u s .

!::~. Ii m - ngs  of Revcrse I ) i s cr i n n i na t i o u , am nd Racial ( ‘ lm un a te . t h e m e wet -c no beI~ i-e am nd a f t e r  - 
-
.

differences. (h one scale , A t t i t udes  toward ( in tegra l  ion. score s wer e lowei wi n ic i n  ‘npp cats

to sigi - ni i~ m n ure negativ e a t t i t udes  t& ) \ ~ ai d nmn t eg ra t  ion a f t e r  t ram m ing. I Iow e~ em , f l i t s  is PtOb -

,,bl v an ar t i fact  sim -n ce the p r e— sc o m es t n  t h i s  scale s~cm e a im -c at t y near m n a x i n n u t m n , t i i e ~ co u ld

tn i I ~ change in one direct ion . A regre ssion t o w a id  the  mean in t I n t s  mn s t a ’ i c c  wt ’t i l d  p i o dni c e

tin e ’ .ip p.iie ’~ t h ’  mn non ’ negative a t t i t u d e ’s . It  is of som nne ink ies t  t i n a t  t h e ’ p~i t t e ’ m m t  of m e s i m l i s

- ‘ i ’ t . i ine ’d o mn t ine six scales was identical to tha t obtained for I ) R R I  s t t m ei em t s. 10

i i n r e ’e k m n t i w l e e ige seaL’s were also m m clttd eel on I l e  quest ionm a i m e ’. l ’i n e ’y w et  c

• t k tne r a l kn owk ’elgt ’ of ’ Racial  I l is t ory

• k ito w letlge of ( ‘o m it e m npor a iy  Raci al Issue’s

• k - - !i~ & -n et - ol Be’in av i o r ai Science and Raci al l’erms
in~i ( om it ci’

- -‘ ‘~~a .~~~~st ~iiu i te rcsu l is Roin th e I f( ’(’ and Ilk RS si imdc m t is I ye be’cin j’i  “ s m e i e ’d to

.1

~ •. sJ t u t  m b~’, I.i i.i ~ t l it ’ Sc’ s~ .n It ’s . see the ’ Tee’h nn i e ’al App e’ inch mx mm-n liv c i i i  (

- 
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Om i t ine  I i i s  sc .thc , ‘sc, i t e 5  m i t e m e ’ .i ’st ’tI . i t  i t ’! t i a i m i i m n g  a l t h ou gh t I m e ’ d i i  t d i e ’i ld e ’s ‘s~d I c  t t i t  s i . i m i s t i c , n I I ~
s i g t n i t i c a m n t .  Omi t ’ ie ,i ’st’ii is t h at s, oie~ om n t h e ~ ‘sd. i i e %%e ’ic m n m t m a l i ~ c l u m m i e  high an t i  so t h i ~’ ‘t i ’ s ’ i i ’ I~’
m .tngc ‘s t a s  ie ’ s i i  i~ t ed. Oti t h e ’ sec ’t c mi t l  t w o  s~ .- n le ’s there ’ sc .is .t s i g n i t  i c . t f l l  i i -ndR’ ,ise . t t  t e ’r t r a m m n m i n g
i ’l iu ’s , to tIne ’ ex ten t  c h n . t t n e c  wa ’s o d c i i r m t n g  t i m - n th ese ‘sc,i!t ” s . i t  ~i 5 i l l  ~! t ’ i d ” t t t  J ~~~~~~ t u ’ i i

i i i  rue ’ om l e e’xee’p t m o t i  m n o te tl . l i m e ’ ch anges we’re’ ro ughl y con n p.nm .uI ’ I t ’ I t )  t i i t i se  f t ’ i i t i j  . i t  l ) R RI ,
.1 eont m ’ sc n eam - i~ t i n e ’e’ t i n - n t ’s longer t i i . i t i  t h e ’ om n e ’ at L~ R RS .

As h , i ’, be’t’m n mi i e ’m i t mo n e ’tl ear l ier , t h eme ’ we’re ’ i, irg e’ pm e’—pos t t i i t f  e m e m i c e ’s t i l l  ( l ie ’ t t i t e ’i

m , u ~ i .t i  ht ’h i .n to t  f e t u s l i u t s  ‘sc . ihe’ ecin sis te ’el ot s ix  i t e m n s  w i i i~’ii .usk ~’ I  h i t ~~ o t t e m  t in e ’ e’mig.ig e cl

s . i m  uc ’ U s ae ’ t m ’ s  i t ic ’s ~v i t i n  p eople’ of  t i t l i e ’r i j ccs Omi t h e ’ pi e—f m ann ing t I l i t ’’ s t R i m ) i ) j i l e’ , t h e ’

a-n e’ rage’ pe’rt ’e’mit age ’ wino i e’spot n d e d ‘‘\ ei~ Otte  i n .’’ to I hese ’ q uest ions  -n .t s 14 pet ~eti I . n l imi t ’
ti ne ’ . ‘ s  em .mg e ’ on t h e  post - t i a u m m n g  q uest m o m n n , i m i c  was 41.) pem e e nt .  Obs~’i ’ s .u l ions , in te r s ie ’ - n  s
, i i u i  o ther  data \~ d t e ’ all highl~ co n smste ’i n t  m m n m - e fle ’t - t i m i g  t h a t  omit ’ n ci s t i t ’ m n g  m m n p a c t  of t i m e ’

‘sd Ii ~~t i h ~ .is to t t 1 d i e ’~isc m m n t e ’ i m , t c i . u l  h ’ ei i ,m v uo r ,  I ’he extent to wh n i~’h t h i n s  ch ang e’ mm - n b et n.t ’ s  iou

t’o mn t u nit ed once’ s tud en t s  re ’t umr mne ei  to t i i t ’u i t ’u i i  e’omn lnm nities is u n k m n c  wn . Ii on -n ~‘n ci

Stude nt s ta te et  f l i t ’ t r a i m n ing  th n e~’ mc ee’i~- t’d iri h i t ’ 1. R R S c h i l i  Se i ci~ i u ghi l - On
t u e  .dtci  t l . i t m - n  e’ r a t t i n g ,  mne iu r l y  ‘0 percent g~nv~ t h e ’ hnghe si r a t i n g  ant i ( l i e ’ i e i i i , u i t n d e ’r ~. usc ’ t i ne
n ext to the ’ highest none ga -n - k’ (hit ’ b - n - n  e’st t i n i t ’t’ a] t ern.nh iv es  - Sm ii de ’t n Is ‘s.uid t ine I r . u i  m u n g  h .m~l
t’I n a i ng e ’d e’r \ m t nu t ’h t h ei r at t iUndes ( ‘snw .u ~t - th e’msein’cs: people’ of o line ’r i . i ~. e ’s - t . u c i s i i t  a mid
se’\ h il t , but  t -n o t t ine n - .it t i t ude ’ towa rd the ’ Ai- innv - When asked about 1 2 d i l l  t’re ’n I , is~~e’ c ’t s  of

T R RS t t . i i  t i m t n g ,  ti - n e I o~tt Unev t~ttet 1 highest ant i  t i ne ’ t’ounr the~
- ra t ed iow e’st ‘si e’i t ’

Rated Hig inest Rated Lowest

1. s i - n - naIl  group thust - ui s s i t ’ns ~ ad n n i n i s t t  . i tm omn
2. knowled ge’ e t ’ im n st r u~’tors 10 m in oi - i tv  s t u m t l i e s

-~ prese’mn f .ut  ion of ’ ins t r u t ’tors I I - I~OS( 1- M ‘()

4. ht ’i i . n i t ’t .ul sc ience’ I ~ . u u t t i i o  i s ui .mI  ~n it1 s

It  u~ of son ic ’ interest  to m io te ’ t h at m l n i m l o m m t ~ s t i i c f t e ’’s , mean in g pi m n i .u i  ui ~ I i i s to i ~ and t’n nh i i i c
t ’t dut ’t~’re’n t i i i  i - n - n o r t h  groups . w.ts ra (t’ci among the  lowest - i t  is .uiso ot in t e ’re’st t h a t  t h e  .usp e ’c’t
they rat ed inm ghest m u an ~‘ x pe’m i e i i c e ’ n In c i i  t Ine s  ge n et  , m i h m a ted .ls ext i  e’trie ’I~ (‘c’s t f i \  e’ 55 .15

small-grou p ch i scui s s i otis
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\Vh n en ask et l abou t red i ’ s t r ib u t i t i t  of i r . u u t u t i i e  t i m u e .u i  I I R k S  i i i  the f ’u m t u t m - t’ , t h e ’

i n a io r t t ~ fas - ore’d m iit i rt ’ t i m -n - ne ’ d evote d to h 3el n avmo r .mi  St ’it ’imc e a u th : i b i i iu t  t u e  s.ume ’ f o r  \ h i i i c i r i t ~
St uu t lme ~, l’,tsk Work Groups . I x a n i m u a t i o n  ( ‘r i i i q u i e ’s , A c l t i n m i n i s t r a t i o n  a m - nd h 051.) N ( ( )  In

r a t u m i g  t ine  t’ t I e t t m v e i i c s s  i i i  ( I R k S  in ac c omn p ins in ing  i t s  t i l i s s io t i . t i i r e ’e’— q u a r t e r s  ra ted it  n e ’ l \

ci f c c  us ~
- .uiid th~’ Ic i ina un cle ’r rate d i t  e l f  eel ‘ s e ’ , t ione t’hoosj ng t i l t ’ lowest  thi’ t’e’ categories.

A bout  ont ’— th nrel of th e’ s i i m d e t n t ’ s  sa u d l i i i ’ L 1R R S  exp erience inc r c ,uscti  th wi n  u m i t e n —
(n o n to sl, i \  in t int ’ ,~ r n v , ssi i i l t ’ the ’ i’t’ i ua iu i i n g  t s vo — t l t i r ds  said it h a d  no e ’ f f t ’ e’ t .  Ont ’r ~~ per-

ce nt be i ie eel a t t e n t h a n c t ’ at ( I R R S  n ou l th  i i : u s e  ,u pos i t ive ’ e f f e ct t i m - n t h e i r  m i i i t : u r s  cart ’ei
w i t h  Ies~ t h at - n t h ree pe m ’c’ em i t  b e lie s t u g  ii  wo u l d h - n a - n t’ a h ar m f u l  e f f e c t ,  hi  is ci t  i n t t ’rt ’sI l h , i t

t h u s  it ’S ‘s’s .is s u i b s t a n t i a l l ~ ‘:to re’ op i u t i t i s l i e ’ t h a i - n  ‘s ias  the  ‘ s e w  of ’ I, I R R S  er : te hua t e’s ac t u a l l y

work ing i i i  ( he f i e i d  , Ai i iong ( ii i ’ s  h at  t t ’r group, abo ut 51.) pt’ict ’nI thought  the i r  1.1k RS t’x pe n—

e’fle’ t’ woul d h ,usc ,i p o s t l t s e ’ e ft ’t’~ i . iuei So pe rce n t  t i - no u i g h i t  i t  stouuid be’ inega ti ’ st’ N cu m ls h a l t  of

t I l t ’ s t u d e n t ’ s  s, u i t i  t h a i  t i l t ’ t’xperme ’ii t ’t’ i m np m ’o-neel t i m e i r  a t t i t u i t i t ’ toward the  m i l i t a ry ,

-\ l i s t  cit 4 1 ~ui b t ~’ t ’t ~ taugh t e t i u r u i i g  the course ‘s ’sas presented an d s i u i e h c ’t i i s  ‘ s t ’R’

:u sk ee l how e’ t f e t ’t t s e i ~ e’a~’l i ‘s’s a s t a u g h t  an d how u s e f u l  t i l t ’\ I t ’l l  i l - n t ’ suub ~et ’i m a t t e r  wou ld

he t n t he n  pr esen t ;u ’ s s u~!l l inen I - - “ss u - n i g h t  be e’xp e ’t’te ’cI . f l i t ’ re sp o m i ce - , to t i l t ’ ts’so t l u l t ’St i ons

are’ h ighl y  t’orre i at t ’ci ,  Fom the  purp os e’ c i t  g: i i n i tu ~ a se nse’ oh Ih t ’ t \  l~ ’s of c o n t en t  though t to

be e’f’t’e’ctm ve i~ ta ugh t and uuse ’ f n b  on t i t ’ iob , il -ne t e n  su b j e c t s  mos t s t u i t h t ’ t i l s  t h ou g h - n t  ‘s’s t~t t ~

t’l’i t ’cti s’elv taught  ai id l i i i ’ tt ’ tn t h t ’v t i - n o u g h t  le ’a st t’f ’I ’t’c t i v i ,’Iy t a u u g h n l  are l is t e d be ’io ’s -

Subjects Tau ght ~~t )s(  Et ’fec ivety Sn ibj ecis i’au2 ht Least l’ f i ’ce’t i~e’ly

~~~~~ I ) v m ia m i m c S  i l iS (~i t t 1 iC ’ s
(;r outp 1. ;e~ i t - ~. oi t t ’su ’s  ‘ue ’ss Pr essu u re P uerto R ic a ns
S ereo~ pes ant i Self—Fulf i l l ing I’tophcs~ Native ’ Amn eri t ’am s
Po lar i ,ati om’u an ti Separatu,-nn (‘oincc ’ptu i a i  Ss steius
1’.tsk Group I - xer cise (‘o m m n u n i t ’ , ut  c i i i ’s  l i ’~u imi i u ig  -\i d
l ash ’, ( ; ro u mp ~t’r ’ ’ist ’ 1. ;routp l ) v u a m i i i c - ’s Ap pa hat ’hu i ai i i - x p i o i t a t i o i i
l’ r u ts t  (‘ollahom-a ttout ar ch I e ’a iu ’s ’s  t i - n  k W h i t e ’ \ \ i i r k u i i g  ( ‘ i ; i ’ ss
Art  t i t ( ‘eimn n u i i i t ’at io i i  \ h i l i f a m - ~ (‘om m’ e’spone l emn t ’t’
P~s chologv ol Ru m or Fi~m “Mon tg omne ’u’v to Mt ’m u p l n  is ’’
HI A I - xpei - i em i (i a i ~

- x e i t u s e s ~ Ne st Whi i t t ’ (‘cin st ’iousne ss
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‘the overlap of subjects thou ght to be most and least effectively taught and most

and least useful is very high—-seven of’ the ten -n most effectively taugh t are also perceived as

most useful , and six of ten leas t effec tively taugh t were perceived as least useful . The one

su bject pci tc ’ idcJ  to be highly u i se t ’uml on the j ob which was not perceived to be among the

most effectively taught was Civilian and Military RRIEO Policy and Doctrine.

Ti-ne lists above si-now some interesting consistencies. Among those subjects per-

ceived as effectively taugh t are (he subjects dealing with group process and interrelation-

ships anti with some behavioral science su bjects like Psychology of Rumor , Stereotypes and

the Self-Fu lfi ll ing Prophesy. Ti-ne least effectively taught subjects are more varied hut they

(em -nd to include the h istory and culture of th n e different minorities , ideological or conceptual

content as t’or ex ample , New Whit e (‘onsciousness and Conceptual Systems, The single

t u r n  in the list . “Fr ortn Mon tgomery to Memph i s ” was decidedly rej ected, it is fairly clear

that ti -n e f ’acu lty at URRS was most successfu l with contem t t  ti - nut dealt with group dynamics

and in -n Iergrou p processes.

This concltusion is further  supported by the responses to two additional questions

which asked students to list the thre e most positive and the three most negative aspects of

tine training. Overwhelmingly, ti -n e positive response s dealt with seht ’-awareness , group

dynamics , and communications skills , Relatively t’ew negative aspects were listed and they

tended to be hig hly specit ’ic and idiosyncratic points. From t i-ne responses listed to these

qe ust ions . one cannot escape t ue  ilmtpre ssiO fl that the majority of URRS students had an

extraordinarily positive and personally meaningfu l experience ,

A possibly relate d fact is that , as a group, LJRRS graduates are far more positive

and optimistic about ti -n e state of race relations in - n the Army and the effectiv eness of RR /EO

training in reducing tensions as compared to Army personnel in USAREUR in general. For

example , only one-third of Arm y personnel say they think ti - nat race relations have been

getting better over the past year . whereas two-t hirds of ’ II RRS graduates express this view ,

The data is not available to determine wh ether URRS graduates had such positive views

before going to URRS or riot.

7(i
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l’he URRS graduates were asked their opinion of how the pert’orm i-na mn ce of

l )RR I graduates compared wit h ti - nat oh ’ U RR S graduates, botl in terms of RR /E O in-

structor and RR/ F 0  st at ’f work . The group split about evenly on whe thne r  D RR I  graduates

were more ef fec t ive  mn str u uctors .  h owever . m nearh y two- Il nirds of U RRS graduates saw l ) RR I

graduat es .is p erfor un ning st at ’I’ roles more effectively - The UR R S mi ssiom is i-narrower than

l)RRI and focuses solely on producing part-t i me instructors.  This d i f fe rence  is at least

ref lected it - n ti -ne views of URRS graduates who saw themu selv es primarily as RR/F0 in-

stnictors and not particularly eft ’ective in a staf ’f ’ role. The P.0.1, also reflects this differ-

em -ne c and there is relatively l i t t l e  im it  t ha t  Provides t ra ining for performance of ’ st a ff ’

functions.

Sevt ’mi URRS students wi -no were about two-th irds through the course were m di-

v i du allv interviewed , Although of d i f ferent  ~~es . races , sexes , am - net rank , t i -ne s tudents

expressed h ighly similar views , All f ’eit they had had a truly i rm iportant  learning experi-

ence. They t’xpr c ssed the highest regard for ti -ne school instructors and most remarked on

how dedicated ti -ne instructors were. They t’elt they were t’ar better prepared to deal with

issues of racism and sexism in their units hut they still needed more preparation. All in all

there was i-ne ’ doubt that , at least for those interviewed , the URRS experience was having

a profound impact both on their understanding of thc RR /E0 problem in the Arm y at -nd

also in their motivat ion and capability to work to resolve it ,

Unit Commanders Course (UCC)

In general , the findings concer ith~g URRS are closely para hled by those for UCC ,

For t t e  most part , the responses to questionnaire items were similar in pattern hut less

intense than t i-nc URRS response s. Ti -ne UCC is , of ’ course , only five days as compared with

20 for URRS. One question asked on ti -n e pre-traini ng questionnaire was how much the

commander thought UCC training would affect his att itudes toward himself ’, peop le of ’

other races, racism , sexism , and the Army. For the most part , the responses indicated

- - that they expected very little change. (The comparable question for URRS students showed

that in comparison they expected a great deal of change.~ A similar question was asked
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post ira iu - nin g abou t h o w  md uc lu change hiatt occurred in these area s, There was a large shift

in -n response s indicatin g t i -nat they had experienc ed f’ar minore change in t inei r  a t t i tudes  than

they had expected. The changes were least regarding at t i t u u t i es  toward the A r - n - n - n y ,  but quite

large on all others. This wou ld seem to indicate that  the school experienc e’ was having a

decided impact .

Examin in g  the  same six scale scores discussed wi th  regar d to U R RS stu d ents ,

one obse~ ’es h i at there was a statis t ically sign if ’ica iit increase’ on only one scale . Perceived

Discrimina tion against Blacks (PDB~. Th is is consistent with - n findings t li ro uug lt ott t l in e Ar m s

ti -nat almost any traini ng in RR/ FO leads to an increase in l’l)B as people become nn ore

aware of how th iscri minatio ti (‘du nc ti on s .  Even tho uu gh ti -n e U(’(’ st udents sinoweti a signifi-

cant increase in Pl)B scores , these post -training mean scores were t’ar below ti -n c mean

scores of U RRS graduates~

All other scales scores showed n -no pre-post differences except for Interracial

Behavior (IB ’), This scale score de c reased signi t ’ic ant lY it -n dI calin g tha t cotumantlers were

less like ly to engage in interracia l activity after t r a in ing  than before. lii contrast , bot h

I ) RR I and URRS studen ts showed signi f ’icant incr e a ses iii Inte rracial Beh avior scores post

trai ni i t g. This f’inding may relate to eiit ’ferences in t i -n e grotups ’ compositiOn in that the

DRR 1 and U RRS groups were near ly evenly divided between will i e’s and minor i t ies  corn-

pared wi th - n the UCC group which was t) Percent white .  Another  factor could be t h at an

initial intense exposu re to some’ aspects of RR / F0 trainin g cont ent could result in - n at

least a temporary with d rawal from a t tem pts  at interracia l interaction as one th igests and

considers somewh at altere d perspectives.

In terms of the samne t i-nice scales of ’ knowledge discussed in regard to (lie U RR S

students:

• General Kn owledge of R acial h istory :

• Knowledge of Contemporary Racial issues :

• Knowledge of ’ Behavioral Sci ence and Racial Terminology

and concepts

commanders scored signit ’ica mi t lY higher after trainin g than they diti before tra ining on all

three , The course , t iner e fo re , appeared effectiv e at least in imparting cognitive knowledge.
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When asked how satisfactory the UCC course had been in preparing commanders

for their future jobs , the response was mixed. Over 55 percent said it was either satisfactory

or very satisfactory , but 24 percen t said it was unsatisfactory or very unsatist ’actory . Com-

pared wi th the earlier cited findings about commanders ’ experience of rather large changes

in atti tude s, one might conclude that commanders are acknowledging that the school

experience is havin g a large impac t on many at t i tudes and p ercepLu ons but th ey are’ less

certain -n that this will help then -n in their job ,

Like the URRS students , when asked about the quali ty of six aspects of the train-

ing experience , the small group discussion forma t and the knowledge of the instructors were

most highly rated. The audiovisuals , handou ts, and printed materials , and the straigh t icc-

(tire s were generally downgraded .

In terms of the effect of UCC on intent to stay in the military . 8o percent sale!

it had no effect , 4 percent said it increase d t hei r in te n t ions , and 10 percent said it decreased

theirs. With respect to the probable impact of UCC on their military career , 55 percent

said it would be positiv e , 45 percent said it would h-nave no effect , and no one believed it

would hav e an adverse e ffect. In response to a question about the impact of the UCC

experience on at titude toward the military , 74 percent said it had none , while about 13

percent claimed a more favorable attitude and 13 percent claimed a less favorable attitude.

The UCC students were given a list of 23 subjects taugh t during the five days

and asked to rate them in two ways: fi rst , how effectively were they taugh t , and second ,

how useful this subject mat ter would be in their present command.

Five Subjects Taug ht Most Effectivel y Five Subjects Taug ht Least Effectively

Personal Racism and Sexism Drug and Alcohol Abuse
Opening Channels of Communication Influencing Behavior—Film
Group Dynamics Diagnostic Exam
Listenin g and Vested Interests Starpower—Gam e, Exercise
Racism , Sexism , Prejudice Intervention Managemen t

and Discrimination

Four of the five most effectively taught were also perceived to be most use fu l

and three of the five least effectively taugh t were perceived to be least useful , The patterns
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are similar to those from URR S students altho ugh the number of ’ subjects taug h t in UCC
was much smaller. Subjects dealing with -n listening, group dynamics , communications and
sexism/racism were seen as taug h t most et’fectively while ti -nose seen as least effectively
t atug lit  were a mixed bag of films , exercise s, drug and alcohol abuse and a subject called
Interve ntion Management. The whole issue of communication seems to stan d ou t as an
issue of th e h ighest concern to commanders,  It appea l s no accident ti -nat by f’ar and away
the h ighest rated subject in term s of usef ’tulness to commanders ‘was the one entitled
Opening Channels of Com munication ,

In the interview s with _ uni t  commanders wi-no had attended UCC, the m ost
frequent ly expressed view was that commanders did not want to take the time to attend —

UCC but once they did attend , th ey were glad that they had . The felt that the UCC training
helped them in a numbe r of ways with respect to the “people” problems that commanders
typically face, They most freque ntly mentioned the value of ti-ne training on learning to
“iisten ”—to really hear wi-nat the other persom is try ing to sa y or ask, Commanders recog-
nized ti-nat UCC was dealing with a whole set of ’ issues in which they had had lit t le training
and which they were coming to realize played large roles in their ability to do their jo b effec-
tively as a commander of troops. The overwhelmi~~ majority of unit commanders interviewed
who had attended UCC felt it was a worthwhile expe rience and they would have liked to
have had more of’ i t.

General Conclusions on URRS and UCC Cour ses

These comments refer to the schools as they were staffe d and operated in late
1 976 and early 1977. Personnel , organization , and curricula changes have occurre d since
then and there is no way of knowing whether the conclusions drawn are still applicab le.

I t is our conclusion that most of the data availabl e from all the varied sources
from which they were collected indicate that the school was doing a good job in achieving
its objective s in both -n courses. We felt ti -nat tine Part-Time Instructors Course was the most
effective training of trainers course we have observed in ti-ne Army. It appeare d to he highly
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successful in making s tut lents  aware ot ’ wh at personal r ac is m -n t and sexism is and h o w  it

e’\pteSse s itself ’. It appeared highly et ’t ’e’ct ne in teaching about interpersonal com n un unica—

tions amid w lnat  facilitates and blocks it.  11 was clear t i - nat  most all students were intensel y

and pos it ivel~ affec ted  by (lie school experi ence.

The Part—Time Instructors Course aimed at producing trained RR -FO ins t ruc tors

anti it appeared to achieve this  obj ect ive pret ty  well. li - n sinort , the school was achieving

what it was t ry ing  to do. The school s emphasis on group processe s and the condit ions f o r

effective communications , and its general tle’—eniphas is on minority itis tor and cuture

appear to hav e heem i effective choic es.

Our maj or criticism has to do with what  was not im cluded in the course of in-

st nm c t i om i .  The content  was he avi ly  oriented toward ind ividual and personal racism anti

sexism and diii not deal with ti -ne concept of inst i tut ional  discrimination and how it operates

in the Arn iv. rh is is an important  omisSion in content anti its absence does not reflect ti -ne

Ar m ’s current policy anti doctrin e which elet ’in it el v stresses ti -ne importance of ins t i tu t iona l

ii iscri mu i nat ion.

The same general conclusions appeared appropriate for the Uni t  Commanders

Course . That course appeared to meet a real i-need and was doing so successfully. It was our

observation from the total study of Army RR/EO training that  ti -n e most signif ’icant omission

in ti-ne whole RR/EO training program is the lack of ’ ef ’t’ective training f’or um l it commanders.

T h e UCC is a tunique a t tempt  to meet this need and appears to be a success fu l effort which

could well he emulated elsewhere , It also falls short in its failure to deal with insti tutional

discrimin :ution and to sensitize commanders to ti -n e ways in which leaders can inadvertentl y

perpetuate anti contribute to i t .  But this omission does i-not diminish the value of’ wha t the

course does impart. Overall , ti-ne IJCC appeare d to be a successfu l pioneering cf’t’ort to

conduct training at a most critical level where the RR/EO education and training program

as a whole hna s f’ailed to reach.
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CHAPTE R VII

RR /EO TRAINING IN USAREUR —CONCLUSION S

The research aimed at determining how RR/EO training was actually being con-

ducted and , to the extent possible , assessing the impact that training was having . Findings

have been presented concerning: the racial climate in USAREUR; attitudes toward and per-

ceptions of RR /EO programs in general and RR /EO training in particular; th e actual con-
duct of RR /EO training; change s in attitudes and perceptions over a six-month time interval :
and some findings concerning the USAREUR Race Relations School. In this chapter . we
discuss the major conclusions we believe are warranted by the information obtainea - the
study .

Racial Climate in USAREUR

The racial climate in USAREUR in the spring of 1977 , was roughly comparable

to that found in CONUS in late summer , 1976. Whites and non-whites are significantly
different in their perceptions on almost every indicator. While whites and non-whites live
and work in a common envir onment , the race relations/equal opportunity reality each

group perceives has little in common. There is slightly greater polarity of opinions between

whites and blacks in USAREUR than in CONUS.

There is no evidence that the racial climate is improving and there is some evi-
dence that it is , in fact , deteriorating. With respect to responses to a few global questions
on the state of race relations, the response patterns of late 1976 and early 1977 in USAREUR
are closer to the Army-wide patterns of 1972 than they are to the less tense period of 1974.

It is our impression , drawn from the interviews and observations as well as from
the questionnai re respon ses , that there are growing racial tensions in USAREUR but they

are obscured by a surface calm inasmuch as the normal telltale signs of violent confronta-

tions are not occurring. While white backlash feelings appear to be less in USAREUR than
in CONUS , we would ex pe c t that source of racial tensions to continue to increase. In general
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we detect a strong current of feeling among whites that the RR/EO program has “over-
corrected ,”

Among blackc , the dominant feeling seems to he one of unmet expectations ,
Although most blacks acknowledge progress in reduc ing discrimination , they tend to
express frustr ation and anger at what they see as continued foot-dragging by many white
leaders. They feel that promises to eliminate discrimination and to create true equality
o~ opportunity have been only half kept.

Thus , the overall atti tudinal climate in which RR/ EO training is being undert aken
is hardly conducive to its success, Both white s and blacks distrust the motivations behind
the program, although for diffe rent reasons, and both groups are having difficulty perceiv-
ing the program as credible , again , for diffe rent reasons, This situation can only contribute
further to ti -ne difficulties the training program must overcome,

If one takes the reductio n of racial tensions as a measure of the effectiveness of
the training program , then the train ing cannot be termed effective except , perhaps , to the
extent that the tensions ~~ight have been still higher had there not been any training and
we do believe this to be the case. Overall, we believe the racial climate in USAREUR is not
improving and in fact may be worsening. This is occurring at the same time that the priority
and emphasis on RR/EO training also appears to be waning.

The Conduct of RR /EO Training in USAREUR

Substantially higher percentages of personnel were receiving RR/EO unit  training
under the Phase Il l program in USAREUR than were receiving RR/EO training in CONUS.
This percentage appeared to decline , however , under the FY 77 program to a level closely
resemblin g that in CONUS. Nonetheless , with the Community-Level orientation train ing
and the Executive Seminars in addition to the unit training, there is more RR/EO training
occurring in USAREUR than anywhere else examined in the study.

The problems commanders had with the Phase Ill unit training were still present
in the FY 77 program . The FY 77 program calls for more hours of unit training than the
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previous program and comm anders already comp lained ti -nat (Iney were timn ah l e to schedule
the hours required in Phase i l l . Enlisted personnel were not in general aware of any  dit ’-

ference iii th ie Phase I l l  and F\’ 7 ’  progr tin ~.

There is some indication that tine Communit y—Level or iemn atio m -n training m a y  he
the most effective bloc k of ’ instnu ction of its type . It appears to he general ly well-conducted

and w c U- mc c c ocd  and , although sim ilar in mi nany respects , appears to be am - n improvement over

the Phase Ill  block of ’ instruction it replaces. There had been too t’ew Executive Seminars

in the fi rst six months of ti -n e F\’ 77 program -n-n to draw many conclusions about them. I t did

appear , how eve r , ti-nat in some commands they were being con tiucteti an d we re perceived as

usefu l and effective. The chief criti cism of Executive Seminars ti -nat surfaced was that some

commande rs tended to inhibit  open discussion of ’ issues by decla rim ig their own views at t i -n e

outset and thus discouraging ti -ne presem tatio i -n of other views.

Judging from the lower frequency of occurrence of ’ un i t  t ra in ing  and t’rom dis-

cussions with comnianders and RR/EO personnel, we conclude that , as it is implemented

at the unit  level , RR/E O tra ining is accorded an extremely low pr iority liv ch ain —o t’—co mnmn ant i

personnel in general .

Attitudes toward and Perceptions of RR /EO Programs

There appears to be a general consensus at all levels and f’or all races tha : a ,,t ’ed

exists for RR/EO training. There is also a fairly high consensus that the unit  traini ig pro-

gr am—both Phase III and FY 77—is not meeting that need. RR/ EO programs have ~ fair l y

nega t ive image among both blacks and whites.

Man y blacks feel tha t the Army is only interested in the program t’or public :eLu-

t ions purpose s or as a token gestu re aimed at vocal minority groups. They believe ti -nat t l e

Army is not really committed to equal opportuni ty and they distnist ti -ne motivations of

commanders.

Many whites dislike the RR/EO program because too much emphasis is placed

on minority history and culture and they are concerned that RR/ EO programs only benefit

minori ties. They recognize ti-nat problems exist hut they dislike ti-ne approach taken in

trainin g.
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Changes iii -% i titut les and Perceptions

Data colle~’tetI at  t i -n e end t t  t i i& ’ si\—mnonth period tinder s tudy,  overall  sii~~~ si gns

of a sligh t m mp r ov emn en t in th e racial climate and in at t i tudes toward the R R - i- () program
tl unn g that  t mnne  period during w hmc in t u e  fl’ 77 prog ram was in effect--O ctob er 1 9~’ -Ma ~

I &Y’ ’ [hat nrn p r i ~ t ’rfl~’~’ t w:is s m . t ~ . ami d ~ ~t 1i some imi dm cato rs changing in tine opposite d i—
r ectmo n we did not interpret  mt as signa ling a real up tu rn  in what we believe to be a worsen-
m r m g  racial cl im n a te .

Tie most s t r ik ing f ind ing  is just how stable and resist ant  to change are ti -n e black-
wh ite t im f ’ferenL ’es in perc eptio ns and a t tmtudes .  Tint ’ i na b i l i t y  to have much e ffect it i  these
d lt ’fe rence’, Is t es t i rm no ny ei ther  to the fact t i - na t  t i e  t ra ining program -n -n is m 1c~ being vigorously
an d ct’1cetiv ely implemented or tha t  th e basic model on which the trainin g program is based
is muappropri ate  to tine task . It is our conclusion that both are true.  The basic un i t  t r a in im i g
model wl -ni~’h re quire s ch ain—of—comma n d personne l to condu ct t ra ining in subjects in which
they are generall y ill-prepare d amid uncomfortable is not l ikely to pr oduct’ e ffective t ra ining
es-en if it were vigorousl y and enthusia sticall y impl emented.  In addi t i on  to t h e  imiapprop r i —
ateness of the basic model , its implementat ion by personnel who themselves are not persuaded
of the importance and validity of t i -n e program ’s content and goals cannot help hut communi-
cate mess~ges about the low priori ty , non-credible status of the program.

USAREUR Race Relations School

Our conclusion was ti -nat the school was doing a good jo b in achieving i ts  objec-

t i \ t ’S ii both the Part-Time lnstn m ct or s Course and ti -n e Ui -nit Commanders Course. We t’elt
t h at the Part-T ime Instructors  Course was t u e  most et ’l’t’ctive training-of-tr ainers course we
had ‘~hservet1 in t i -ne Arm y,  The major criticis m - n -n was the lack of any content dea ling with
m n s t m u t i o n a l  discriminati on and how it operates in the Army -

The Unit  Commanders Course appeare d to meet a real need and was doing so
succ essftilhv . The primary criticism here , too , was the om ission of ’ content on insti tutional
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discrimination . Overall , however , the UCC appeared to be a successful pion eering effort

to conduct t r ai m i in g at a most critical level where the RR/EO education and training pro-

gram as a whole has failed to reach.

Concluding Comment

The USAREU R command has clearly placed a high emphasis on RR/ EO -training

and has initiated repeated and real efforts to make it more e ffective. That these efforts

achieve so little is testimony to the virulence and ubiqui ty of the basic problem and its

stubborn resistance to change. In the eyes of the people ti -n e program is intended to reach ,

the program suffers from a lack of credibility ,

It is clear that at the highest level in USAREUR , the program has now , and has

had , a high level of support and sustained commitment on the part of leadership. However ,

as the program filters down through the chain of command , it tends to lose those character-

istics because it is being implemented by leaders who , although they will mechanical ly follow

directives , do not subscribe to the goals of the program or perceive its importance to the

accomplishment of their mission. At the unit level where the program is implemented. it

has tended to acquire a stron g negative im age. This is not likely to be overcome as long

as those responsible for implementing the program share that image. To change that fact ,

the chain-o f-command personnel must first be trained such that they understand and

accept the goals of the RR/EO program .
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CHI-SQU ARE TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Whites vs. Blacks Whites vs. Whites Blacks vs. Blacks
______  

ISAP~ UR USAREUR/CONUS USARF ’ IR/ CONUS
Table X2 df p X2 df p X2 df p

3 559.9 2 <.00 1 0.2 2 n.s. 1.3 2 n.s.

4 502.9 2 <.00 1 0.7 2 n.s. 14.2 2 < .00 1
5a 17 .6 2 <.001 39.8 2 < .00 1 6.7 2 < .05
Sb 537 .7 3 <.001 0.8 3 n.s. 3.7 3 n.s.

6a 362.6 2 <.001 7.2 2 < .05 3.8 2 n.s.

6b 218.4 2 <.00 1 8.4 2 < .02 4.6 2 n.s.

7 186.0 2 <.001 18.9 2 < .00 1 4.5 2 n.s.

8 305.8 2 < .00 1 0.5 2 n.s. 0.4 2 n.s.

9 64.9 2 < .00 1 1.5 2 n.s. 4.8 2 n.s.

10 70.6 2 <.00 1 10.0 2 < .01 2.3 2 n.s.

11 29.7 2 <.00 1 26.6 2 < .00 1 14.6 2 < .00 1

12a 2.7 2 n.s. 1 8.4 2 < .001 7.6 2 < .05
12b 20.0 2 <.00 1 54. 1 2 < .001 20.6 2 < .001

13a 33.3 2 <.00 1 0.4 2 n.s. 21.3 2 < .001

13b 13.6 2 <.01 4.7 2 n.s. 13.6 2 < .01

14a 3.1 2 n.s. 5. 7 2 n.s. 0.1 2 n.s.

14b 1.3 2 n.s. 4.4 2 n.s. 2.8 2 n.s.

15 7.6 2 <.05 2.2 2 n.s. 0.4 2 n.s.

16a 94.0 2 <.001 5.3 2 n.s. 8.2 2 < .02

16b 72.7 2 <.00 1 10.5 2 < .01 10.9 2 < .01

17 7.2 2 <.05 14.7 2 < .001 2.0 2 n.s.

18 37.2 2 <.00 1 13.1 2 < .01 0.6 2 n.s.

19 3.1 2 n.s. 20.4 2 < .00 1 4.2 2 n.s.

20 24.2 2 <.00 1 11. 7 2 < .01 10.3 2 < .01

21 3.5 2 n.s. 9.3 2 < .01 0.4 2 n.s.

24 279.9 2 < .001 10.9 2 < .01 3.2 2 n.s.

25 36.8 2 <.00 1 17.0 2 < .00 1 15.1 2 < .001

26a 14.9 2 <.00 1 3.9 2 n.s. 12.7 2 < .01

26b 25.1 2 <.00 1 4.6 2 n.s. 0.4 2 n.s.

27 78.5 2 < .001 33.0 2 < .001 3.1 2 n.s.

~~~~~~~~
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Whites vs. Blacks Whites vs. Whites Blacks vs. Blacks
______ IJ SAREUR USARF ’JR/CQNUS 

- 
USARE ‘R/C pI US

Table X 2 df p X 2 df p X 2 df p
28 0.3 2 n.s. 7 .7 2 < .05 3.6 2 u .s.

29 20.2 2 < 001 ‘ < OS ~ 9 n s

30 4.0 2 n .s. 14. 9 2 < .00 1 4 1.4 2 < .00 1

31 94.2 I ‘... .00 1 7.9 I < .01 2~ .o 1 < .00 1

32 44 .9 3 < .001 3.3 3 n.s. 22.1 3 < .00 1

33 27 .5 I < .00 1 4.3 1 <.05 12.7 I < .00 1

34 8.2 1 < .0 1 0.0 1 n .s. 8.9 I < .01

35 14.5 1 < .00 1 0.! 1 n.s. 0.6 n_ s.

36 11.6 2 < .01 21 .1  2 < .00 1 44.8 2 < .00 1

[No thi-squares are presented for Tables 40—49 where the response s of bl acks and whites are comhin ed.I

USARFUR Whites USAREUR Blacks
Time I vs. Time 2 Time I vs. Time 2

50 0.3 2 u.s. 2.8 2 n.s.

51 9.7 2 < .0 1 12.5 2 < .01

52 6.5 2 < .05 0.2 2 n.s.

53 6.6 2 < .05 1.7 2 u.s.

54 0.0 2 u.s. 1.5 2 n.s.

55 3.5 2 u .s. 4.8 2 u.s.

56 0.2 2 u.s. 0.1 2 n.s.

57 7.0 2 < .05 0.0 2 n.s.

58 1.5 2 n .s. 6.9 2 < .05

59 3.0 2 n.s. 1.5 2 u.s.

60 2.5 2 n .s. 1 1. 9 2 < .01

61a 1.3 2 n.s. 7.8 2 < .05

61b 12.3 2 < . 01 4.0 2 u.s.

62 3.8 2 u.s. 0.5 2 u.s.

63 3.0 2 u.s. 2.8 2 n.s.

64 2.5 2 u.s. 4.2 2 n .s.

65 7.1 2 < .05 1.4 2 u .s.

66 12.6 2 < . 01 4.5 2 u.s.

[TIme I vs. Time 2 — Black s and Whites combined for Tables 67 and 68.1

67 0.7 2 n.s.

68 13. 9 2 < .00 1
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MEASUREMENT SCALES USED IN

USAREUR SURVEY

During the data collection in (~ONUS , it became apparent that a large number

of respondents were failing to answer all of the questions in the data collection instrument.

Out of a total of 5,299 questionnaires collected during field administrations , 959 could

not be analyzed because of missing data ( 18. ~~)

The length of the questionnaire was though t to be an important factor resulting

in the large numbe r of incomplete questionnaires. It was therefo re determined , prior to

the initial USAREUR survey, to reduce the length of the questionnaire. There were two

possible ways to do this :

I .  El iminate  items from the instr ument , reducing its length.

2. Split the items into two fo rm s, each being administere d
to half 01 the respondents in a random fashion.

The major deficiency with the first option was that there would be items asked in CONUS

which were not asked in USAREUR , making comparisons across the two commands on all

items impossible. The second option would make it possible to get information on every

item but with a reduced sample size per item and a more complex data analysis problem. In

order to avoid the loss of info rmation which would occur with the elimination of items , it

was decided to split the questionnaire into two forms.

The basic steps involved in developing alternate versions of the same instrument

included :

I .  Identification of all items which had to be responded to by
all personnel. Demographic items and items regarding RR/EO
training activities fell into this category .

2. Selection of scales and subscales which were to be the basis of
item division. The four att i tude and perception measurement
scales, the behavior subscales, and the knowledge scales consti-
tuted this set.

1 Data editing procedures are described in detail in , Robert 1. Hiett , Marcia A. Gilbert , Dale K.
Brown . An A nah ’sis of the Unit Race Relations Training &og7arn in the U.S . Army — Technical Appendices
(McLean, Va.: Human Sciences Research , I nc., December IO76~.
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(a) Those scales which were defined by factor analysis pro-
cedures were split on the basis of factor loadings: the item
with the highest loading went to Version A , the item with
the next h ighest loading went to Version B , and so on unt i l
all items were assigned to one of the two versions. Where
there were an uneven numbe r of items , one item was used in
both versions.

(b) Those sets of items considered to be face valid scales were
divided by random assignment of items within each sub-
scale to the two versions. Where there was an odd number
of items on the subscale , one item was used on both versions.

3. Division of individual items which were not part of a scale into
two sets. This division was done by random assignment to the two
versions.

The results of these steps were the two instruments shown at Appendix C.

For the most part , there were no problem s associated with splitting the behavior

and knowledge items. The analyses of these were based on individual items rather than scale

scores. The exception was the attitude and perception items which had been scaled using

factor analytic procedures. There were initially four scales:

Factor 1: Perceived Discrimination against Minorities

Factor 2: Feelings of Reverse Racism

Factor 3: Attitudes toward Army RR/EO Programs

Factor 4: Army Commitment to RR/EO Goals.

After splitting, the items in each version were as follows.

- . 
~~. ~~~~
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Factor I —Version A

18. White enlisted personnel and supervisors act as though miu or i ty
soltl iers have to “ear n the righ t ” to he treated equa lly.

20. Non—Whites have had to become “mil i tant ” in or~ er to h ave t h eir
compl a ints taken seriously.

24. Most White s in ti le Arm y seem to th ink  that Blacks aren ’t very
intelligent.

26. N on-Wh ites get more than their  share of dir t y  details.

27 . In my u ni t  , Whites get away wit h  breaking rules tha t  non—Whites
get pLi flis hed for.

34. Whi te soldiers get hassled 1w th e Army as much as fnulor i v soldiers
do.

35. In my un i t ,  non—Whites get worse jobs and detai ls  than Whites.

38. Wh it es have a better chance than non—Whit e s  to get t h e  best t r a in ing
opportunities.

Factor I —Ve rsion B

19. Whites try to force their attitudes and ways upon minorities.

20. Whites assume that non-Whites commit any crime that  occurs ,
such as thefts in living quarters .

22. Whites do not show proper respect for Blacks with higher rank.

2o. Most Whites in the Army don ’t want racial minorities to he treated
equally.

30. A Black in the Army must do more than the average White to make
the grade.

31. Any time a minority soldier acts like he ’s proud of his race , he can
expect to get treated badly by his CO.

37 . Many Army superv isors try to make it difficulty for minority personnel
to go through the chain of command to present a complaint ot’ dis-
ciimination.

4 1.  Army ofticer s get hack at Blacks they think are “mili tant ” by not
recommending them for promotions.
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Factor 2 —Ve r~ t)n .
~~

~2. Non-Whit es get .o~ .is with br eaking rules th at  Wh ite s are pu nis h ed
for .

30. the Arm s ‘s R R I - t i  program helps minorit ies get ahu ~’a~h .it t he
‘ ~ pe use o f ~~h i k’s

37. Most non-Wh ites tend to he loud and ho~st~rous.

40. [h err is r acia l dis cr imi nat ion .igam~t Whi t e s  on t h i s  j ’o~ t

Factor 2—Version B

24. Man s non-W hit es t i n e  begun to act as it lhe~ .uiv siipt ’r ioi  to Whit es.

1~’ . Most itttnorits group members h.nen ’t worked j~ hard to succeed
as most Whit es ui.I% e

3S White ntusldk-elass .‘\mer 1~.Ins are gus ing up too mau~ of th eit  oss ii
rights for the r ights of others .

43. Most non-Whites don ’t r ealls - si an t  to be promoted to po sit ions of
rrspons ibi1it~ .

Factor 3—Vers ion 4

23. Every body in the Army should be rr’qz ~irt ~l to att end iace relati on s
seminars .

25. Race relati ons seminars are a waste’ of time.

Sn Most of the Arm y ’s RR , 1:0 programs are ti eces.san .

Factor 3 Version B

13. Race re lations seminars are .u ss .Istc of time.

IQ . I understand people of di fferent races bett er since l’ se taken part
in race relations educat ion programs.

32 . In the long run . every body in the Army will benefi t from r.ucc
relations and equal opp ortu n ity pivgrams.
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Factor 4—Vers ion A

19. Most NCO ’s usually see to it that RR /EO policies and regulations
are enforced.

39. Most officers usually see to it that RRIEO policies and regulations
are enforced.

Factor 4—Version B

18. Most NCO’s usually see to it that RR/EO policies and regulations
are enforced.

25. The Arm y is firmly committed to the principle of equal oppor-
tuni ty .

Based on the initial data collection in CONUS on which these scales were based ,

it was possible to develop reliabilit y estimates (coefficient alpha) . These were :

Version A Version B

Factor 1 .88 .87

Factor 2 .73 .70

Factor 3 .77 .76

A coefficient could not be calculated for the fourth factor because there were only two items

on each set. The zero order correlations were :

Version A .408

Version B .322

Since hal f of the respondents in each of the companies in USAREUR filled out

Version A and half filled out Version B , it was possible to compare the mean scores for

these two groups on each of the four scales. This was done using analysis of variance pro-

cedures.
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the re sults  of these analy ses are ShOWn in tables I through 4 As can be sccui .

t here writ ’. b r  sonic scales , signif i cant dii t erenc e s  in th e mean scores t~~i th e tw o er siouis

ti ns , pl us h i t ’ lowe r rel i abil i ty of the scales , suggests t hat the splitting oh the scales for

L~~
,
~RI:U K ~ .~~ not e ntir e ly successlu l this ~ J s t rue even though the objectis e ot oh ta i u ~

ing .i higher response rate s~ as ,ichies t’d I)urin g the (‘ONUS surse~ , (he proportion ot

unu~ uhle quest ionn aire s s~as I S 1 per cent - fhi~ decreased to 10. 2 per cent in t 1S .~R l - I.’R

Bt’ca use of the results obtained from (lie split scales , the major focus of the ~L a t. i

anal s sis b r  I ~SARI ’ OR s~ .ts on individual i tems rather  than scales. t h e  data in (lie t S . ~R l ( ‘K ‘

report r e f le c t s  th us approach. h owever . sonic scale score analy se s we re carried out - the

results are shios ~ir i n t abh es ~ th rough S .

Iliese t ab le s  support the general finding tha t  ther e are large bl ack whi te  d~t tei -

~ I S A R I -  I ‘K In add it ion , the data  suggest tha t  (h ere are ~ in~e ditTere i ices between

a t t i t u d e s  and perceptions in t ’ S A R F L I R  .15 compare d to ( ‘ONLIS. Comparisons bet ss ecu

( ( )‘sI, 5 iiitl I, 5 .~R E J~ K .~‘e discusse d in det .u i l in t he hod~ of ’ the report

I
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Tuhk ’ I
(‘olfl parjso fl of ~ t’rsions -‘ and B for I ’at ’tor I

Blacks

X ..-~~2
n ,344 140 ,S’3 30 ’

H IS ~~~ ~ 031 12 0 , 001 31

Anal~-si s of Varia nce

SOurer SS df SI S F
l’r eatn ie nt S5o )  I ~ I 5 5(1

Wi th in  I S ,4n5 (~2 I 2~
) 

~4
to t a l  I ~

) ,02 -‘ n22

W hj te~
X v~~2 N

-‘ 3l~~() 2S , 1 IS  Q() 3 0n8 58’
H S I  .n2 2 ’ , SSO 880 ,81)’)

Analysis of Variance

Source SS di MS F
t re atment  S I 5 .20
Wi t h in  2t-~,Q l 5  I .~ 5l
rOt J l 2n ,t ) I8  I , ”~ 2
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Tab le 2
(‘onipar is~ ti of Version s A and B for Factor 2

Blacks
Version 

N15 .40 4 .728 74 .43’) 307H l~~ ls  4 , 70~ 74 ,667 3 1n

Analysis of Varian ce

ss dl MS FT reat m ent I 8 1 .416Wi th in  .~~~~~ I I  62 1 5.65Total 3 , 51 0 n I l

Whites
Version 

~~.\ ~~ N
l i t - , ’) I 0 ,3o~’ 128 ,202 887

H l 2 . n O  lO ,Q88 145 ,528 8no

Anal ysis of Variance
Source ss df MS FTreat ment  438 I 438 58 .32W i t h In  13 , 14 ’  1 .75 1 7.51to tal 13 ,585 I .752
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Table 3

Comparison of Versions A and B for Factor 3

Blacks

Version N
A 1 0 . 1 1  3 , 104 33 , 185 307
B 8.89 2 ,810 26 ,664 3 16

Anal ysis of’ Variance

Source SS df MS F
‘I’reatni ent 230 1 230 41.07
Wit h in 3,480 62 1 5.60
Total 3,710 n22

Whites

- ?  Ver sion ‘

~~~ N
A 8.32 7 ,380 67 ,468 8l~7
B 8.28 7 .174 64 ,434 866

Analysis of Variance

Source SS df MS F
Treatment I I 1 .20
With in  11 ,068 1 ,75 1 6.32
Total I I  ,069 I .752
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Table 4

Comparison of Versions A and B for Factor 4

Blacks

Version N
A 0.04 I .854 I I  ~94 I 307
B 5.53 1 .74o 10 .525 S I n

Analysis of Variance

Source SS di MS F
Treatn ient 4 1 I 4 1 15. 77
Within 1 .615 n I l  I n
lota l I ,b5n ( 2 2

Whites

Version ~2X ~..X 2 N
A n.48 5 ,74n 30 .132 887
B (i.44 5 , 574 37 ,815 860

Analysis of ’ Variance

Source SS tlf MS F
Treatment  I I I
Within 3,847 1 .751 2 .1
Total 3,848 1 .752
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I’ablc S

Perceptio iis of ’ l)isi ’r iminati oui against N on.Whitcs

the h ,,we i t hu’ s~~ ’i e • i he gi ea t et  i he t” ~ p~ i i i i i  ol tt iset i i i i  in i i i ~ ‘ii

Range ot possible so~u”~ is S I~~ .$0

U SARL’ LJR cONUS
N s N X

Blacks

Version A 50’ II) nn “ n~’ ~4S It ) (~2 ~‘ Si

Ver ,aoui B 3 In  1 5 - . ‘ ~ 1.) °,$S ‘I ‘)s S -

Whites

Version A S M ’  SI . ’() 3 n 4  2 , ’S~ SI 2 4~~~

Version H Snn 3 I .2 4 . I $ 2 , ‘5” 3 1 - In 4 4”

- 
Ver sion % 

—— 
Version B 

-—

I t l a th  wh i ( & ’ d i t t t ’it ’nces i i i  L 1SARII ’R / 2 Oh p ’ 001 / ~~ 2 ’  i~ 001

Black differences in I T S \  K i t  ‘K 1 ‘ONI 15 / I 0 us / ‘ ~S 
~~~ 

0(1 1

White diffe rences in ( ‘SAR I  (T K t ONI ’S / 1 (.1 
~ 01 / = — 2 . 1 ”  p~ 0”

tot (‘ONI IS ~~ ,
.
~ ~ c ~~~~~~ lai t’d )‘~ scot in g c i t  h intl is-id t i al se pa i u i c  Is on t 1w ti e ins

ciiui tamed in ci si. ~n -\ ot u he s, ik’ ‘. , r  ~i ci si, ‘n U ot Ow c~ ale

~~

lIi..’-. 

ho ”

_______ _______ - _ _ __;____~~~~
__

~~~~~ . —-.--.- --. — — 
__I_



Tabk ô

FeeLings of’ Reven ue Racism

(The lower the score , the h igher the feeling s ut reverse racism.
Range ot possible scores is 4 to 20.)

USAREUR CONUS
N 

____ 

s N X 
____

Blacks

Version A 307 15.40 2 .30 948 14.87 2.34

Ver sion B 3 m 1 5 . 1 8  2 .45 948 i4 ,n 9 In n

Whites

Version A 887 11.69 2. 81 2 ,785 11.3 1 3.33

Version 8 8~~i I 2.n9 I n n  2 .785 1 1 . 73 2.87

Version A Versioti B
Black/Wh ite differences in U SAR FU R / = 22 . Q4 p’~ .001 / 15.33 p’... .00 1

Black differences in LJ SARI ~LIR/ ( ’ON II S / = - 3.50 p~-~ .01 1 = - 3.00 p’~ .01

White dit ’t’errnces in LI SA RFL ’R/ CON U S t = - 3.35 I ”— .01 / - 9.On P’~ .001

iOn

- -  
--- , .- —— -  
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-—-
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Table 7

Attitudes toward Army RR /EO Programs

(The higher the score , t he more favorable the attitudes toward
the programs. Range of scores is from 3 to 15.)

USAREUR CON(JS
N 

___  ___  

N 
_ _ _ _  ___

Blacks

Version A 307 10.11 2.43 948 10.87 2.43

Version B 316 8.89 2.30 948 10.46 2.35

Whites

Vers ion A 887 8.32 2.62 2 ,785 8.62 2.98

Version B 866 8.28 2.40 2 ,785 8.81 2.76

Version A Version B
Black/white differences in USAREUR Z 10.90 p < .001 Z 3.99 p < .00 1

Black differences in USAREUR/CONUS Z 4.76 p < .001 Z 10.42 p < .001

White differences in USAREUR/CONUS Z 2.87 p < .01 2 5.45 p < .00 1
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Tabk 8

Per ceptions of the Army ’s Cumniitmen t to the
Principk of Equal Opportunity

(The higher the score , the stronge r the perception that  the Ar m y is
comm itted to equal opp ortuni ty .  Range of scor es is t ro u t 2 to I t ) . )

USAREUR . (‘ONUS —

N 
_ _  

s N 
_ _  

s

Blacks

Vers ion A 307 ~.04 1.55 ~48 ~. 7() I .n 8

Ver sion B 316 5.53 l .nti ~48 5, 7n 1. 73

“5

Whit es

Version A 887 6.48 1. 47 2 , 755 n.47 l . n2

Version B 868 p. 44 1.5 1) 2 , 785 6. 55 I .n 2

Version A Ver sioii B
Black /white differen ces in U SARFU R / = -4.34 P .00 1 / = - 8 .5 5 P .001

Black diffe rences in USAR F UR / C ON L I S / • 3 .27  P < .01 / = 2 . 1 4  P ‘—

White tl it ’t’ere n~’es in U SAREt JR/ ( ’ONU S 1 = - 0.06 ns 1 = 1. 88 us

11)8

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --



It w,ts also possible to ~o p a ~ ’ the scale St OR ’S to t  s’achi ci sion trou t  t h e  t i t  st

adniui i str a t ioui to the ~~ ond th i s  pro~i~k’s an itlc. ’.i about posstbk ~‘liaiiges os ci t i i % i t ’.

tab les ‘) and 10 show tIn’ results Even though sonic of the  d i t f e rt’n~’t’s alt ’ stat i sli ~all~ sig

u i i t i c a u t  . the d i t ter en ce s  t out a pm .ic t t eal v iewpoint  a rt’ t t ’t~ siiij ll.

i’able 9

• (‘omparisons of (‘hanges over 1’iuiie for Blacks

Versiomi A

Factor l ime I X  l’ime I X  
- 

i-Value
Pt’s ceptiti ns ot dj scnm inattoii against u~ ii .white s 1() n~ 20 ‘ — . 14
I:~~ltuigs ot reverse ra ctsiii I 5 4( 1 ,~ t)$ I O(s
At t tts ~des towait t RR 1-0 progiatu m u ,  m m  1( 1 ‘~ 

. ‘ 04
Pt’rct ’h I tmon s t it et ’n in ii i i i i t ’mit  t~’ K K .- F L )  (i 04 5 (s t )  4

\ ersion B

h’t ~ep lions o t t t iset in t i tu l  i t i l l aga tm i s i t oi l  u li i i  cs I S ‘ ‘ 
.‘ 1 n I S - S 2

l:ee lumig ~ ot rev enis’ i .ui si ii I ~ 1$ 14 . 4 -

At t it ud e s tossais t  KR 1-0 pi ,u~t .ut l l  S S’~ ‘) (4 — - 7$
h’t’teept ioiis ot com iuit inei i i  to K K I t )  

- n$ — I .03

table 10

t oinparisons of (‘liange s us ci’ l ime f or  Wh ites

\ t’rsion A

__________ 

time I ‘

~~~ .t~11~~ I ._~ i /~~ aIue

i to ns ol dtscnii i i i ia t  ion .ig.i insi iiou-ss hi it ’s s 1 ‘o s t 3 I I S
l:i.eliiigs ot it’vctse uacis n t I I - ~~) I I t In I - 

‘

At t it udt’s t owaitl  .&inn KR t O  pi ogla nts S 32 $ 0n ‘I .$ “
Pt~I ~‘ t’p i tolls ol ‘ti ins ‘s co tunhl tn ien t to KR t~() ~

, 
~
, .

~~) -

\ ersion ft

I’e tc i ’pti outs 01 dt~ct t t t t ( i i , t1 t t ’t l  .lt~a l i ls t  15011 - 55 ktt ~’~ S I ‘ I S I ( I I  I
t- ’ t’t’hinp ot Ia ’sclst ’ i , Ie i sln I I .  I I  1.1 3 I
\ i i t t t i ~tcs iost .iit t ‘t i  ins KR . t O  ~~tsgian ts S IS S “1 I SI

Per ct’pt ion s ot At h i s  s oui i ihl i l  lnt’nl to K K I ( ‘I n.44 ~‘ 34 1 I Cs 
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